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TO AMEND THE FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRA- 
TIVE SERVICES ACT OF 1949, AS AMENDED 


WEDNESDAY, JULY 25, 1951 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EX&CUTIVE AND L&GISLATIVI 
REORGANIZATION, OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
ExXPENDI@URES IN THE Execurive DerarTMENts, 
Washington. D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:00 a. m.. In room 
1501, New House Office Building. Hon. Chet Holifield (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present : Representatives Holifield, Burnside, Church, and MeVey. 

Also present: Herbert Roback. subcommittee staff director, and 
Dorothy D. Morrison, subcommittee clerk. 

Mr. Houirieitp. The subcommittee will be in order. 

The purpose of the subcommittee meeting today is to consider sev 
eral bills proposing to amend Public Law 152, Eighty-first Congress, 
the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949. ‘These 
bills are designed to improve Federal property management and to 
achieve greater economies in governmental services in the area of 
jurisdiction of the General Services Administration. 

Since these bills deal with important matters of a rather technical 
nature, it will probably be necessary to hold several additional hear- 
ings. This hearing was called today partly to accommodate the Gen 
eral Services Administrator, Mr. Jess Larson, who is leaving for 
Europe on official business within a few days. Since he may be gone 
for quite some time, it seemed desirable to have Mr. Larson’s testimony 
before his departure. We also have invited Congressman Trimble 
and Congressman Brown, sponsors of two of the bills, to make such 
remarks as they wish. Testimony from other agencies can be ob 
tained at the subcommittee’s convenience. The Senate Committee 
on Expenditures has extended a similar courtesy to Mr. Larson by 
arranging for his appearance there yesterday. 

Although similar bills have been introduced in the Senate, the con 
tents of the House and Senate bills are not exactly parallel. Today 
we are considering three different bills: 

(1) HL. R. 4323, introduced by Congressman Trimble, of Arkansas, 
which would authorize the Administrator of General Services to 
enter into lease-purchase agreements; 

(2) H. R. 4728, introduced by myself, which would authorize the 
Administrator of General Services, in allocating space. to transfer 
50,000 positions outside the District of Columbia within a period 
of 2 years; 

1 
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(3) H. R. 4924, intreduced by Congressman Brown of Ohio, which 
would transfer to the Administrator of General Services functions 
relating to the acquisition and assignment of passenger vehicles and 
control of office furniture and equipment. 

The two bills upon which Mr. Larson testified in the Senate com- 
mittee hearing were: 

S. 1621, introduced by Senator McClellan, providing for lease- 
purchase arrangements, and 

S. 1623, introduced by Senator MeClellan (for himself and Sen- 
ators Dworshak and Hennings), containing the provisions for the 
decentralization of space as provided in my bill, and containing the 
provisions fer the control of office furniture and equipment as pro 
vided for in Congressrain Brown's bill 


[i should be noted that the provisions for control of motor vehicles 


in Congressman Brown’s bill does not appegr in any of the Senate 
bills. The Chair also calls attention to the fact that the Post Office 
and Civil Service Committee has a bill before it, introduced by Con- 
gressman Murray of Tennessee, H. R. 4333, proposing to vest in the 
Postmaster General lease-purchase authority for post-office buildings, 
equivalent to that prop sed for the Administrator of { reneral Services 


in Congressman Trimble’s bill? 
(H. R. 4325, H. R. 4728, H. R. 4924, S. 1621, and S. 1623 are as 
follow i 2 


H. R, 4323, 82d Cong., Ist SS 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as 
amended, to authorize the Administrator of General Services to enter into lease-pur 
chase agreements to provide for the lease to the United States of real property and 
structures for terms of more than five years but not in excess of twenty-five vears and 
for acquisition of title to such properties and structures by the United States at or before 
the expiration of the lease terms, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Federal Property and Adminis 
trative Services Act of 1949, as amended, is further amended by 

(a) redesignating sections 211 and 212 thereof as section 212 and 213, 
respectively, and wherever such section numbers appear in such Act as 
amended, they are amended to conform to redesignation prescribed by this 
subsection : 

(b) inserting in the table of contents appearing in the first section of 
such Act as amended, immediately after the line in which “Sec. 210” ap 
pears, the following: 

“Sec. 211. Lease-purchasing agreements.” ; and 

(c) inserting, immediately after section 210 of the Act as amended, the 

following new section 


“LEASE-PURCHLAS! AGREEMENTS 


“Sec. 211. (a) Whenever the Administrator determines that (1) the needs 
for space for the activities of the Federal Government, except for such needs 
of the Post Office Department as the Postmaster General is authorized to 
meet, in any particular area cannot be satisfied by utilization of any existing 
property suitable for the purpose then owned by the Government, and (2) the 
best interests of the United States will be served by taking action hereunder, he 
is hereby authorized, without regard to the provisions of section 4 of the Act 
of June 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 257), as amended, section 407 of the Act of June 16, 

? Subsequently H. R. 4333 was modified and reintroduced as H. R. 6839, which received a 
favorable report by the Committee on Post Office and Civil Service (82d Cong., 2d sess., 
H. Rept. 1520, March 17, 1952) 
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1949 (68 Stat. 199), as amended, or any other provision of law relating to the 
acquisition of real property. construction of buildings, or leasing of space, to 
obtain and provide space for the accommodation of activities of the Govern- 
ment, both in and outside of the District of Columbia and in the Territories 
and possessions of the United States, including, with the approval of the Post- 
master General, activities of the Post Office Department, by negotiating and 
entering into lease-purchase agreements the terms of which may exceed five years 
but shall not exceed twenty-iive years and which shall provide in each case for 
acquisition of title to the property by the United States at or before the expira- 
tion of the leasehold term and upon fulfillment of the terms and conditions 
stipulated in each of such lease-purchuse agreements. 

“(b) The Administrator is authorized to exercise the powers granted in 
this section with respect to existing properties, including those for which con 
versions, additions, extensions, or remodeling may be required, and properties 
upon which construction is to be subsequently effected in pursuance of the 

! 


terms of applicable lease-purchase agreements, 


“(c¢) The Administrator is anthorized to enter into agreements, with any per- 
son, copartnership, corporation, or other public or private entity, to effectuate 
any of the purposes of this section: and is further authorized to bring about 
the development and improvement of any land owned by the United States and 
under the control of the General Services Administration, including the demoli- 
tion of obsolete and outmoded structures situate thereon, by providing for the 
construction thereon by others of such structures and facilities as shall be the 
sul ject of the applicable lease-purchase agreement 

“(d) Each such lease-purchase. agreement shall include such provisions as 
the Administrator, in his discretion, shall deem to be in the best interests of the 
United States and appropriate to secure the performance of the obligations 
imposed upon the party or parties that shall enter into such agreement with the 
United States: Prorided, That no such agreement may provide for the payment 
of the United States in pursuance of the terms thereof of moneys in an aggre- 
gate annual amount in excess of 15 per centum of the fair market value of the 
property at the date of the lease-purchase agreement, or in the case of property 
where construction shall not have been completed at that date, in exeess of 15 
per centum of the fair market value at the date of completion of such con 
struction. 

“(e) Funds now or hereafter available for the payment of rent and related 
charges for premises, whether appropriated directly to the General Services 
Administration or to any other agency of the Government and received by said 
Administration for such purpose, may be utilized by the Administrator to make 
payments becoming due from time to time from the United States as current 
charges in connection with agreements entered into under authority of this 
Act: Provided, That no such funds may be expended for acquisition of title to the 
property covered by any such agreement prior to the expiration of the leasehold 
term specified therein (whether by exercise of option to purchase or otherwise) 
in the absence of specific appropriation of funds for such acquisition, which 
appropriations are hereby authorized. 

‘(f) This section may be cited as the ‘Federal Lease-Purchase Act of 1951°." 


[H. R. 4728, 824 Cong. 1st sess.] 


4 BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as 
amended, to authorize the decentralization of certain Government personnel, and for ot! 
purposes 


er 


Be it enacted bu the Senate and House of Re presentatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 210 (¢c) of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (Public Law 152, EKighty-first Congress), 
as amended, is amended to read as follows: 

“(e) In the performance of his functions with respect to the management, 
assignment, and reassignment of space in buildings for use by executive agencies, 
the Administrator is authorized, in accordance with policies and directives pre- 
scribed by the President under section 205 (a), after consultation with heads 
of the executive agencies affected, and upon a determination by the Administrator 
that assignment or reassignment is advantageous to the Government in terms 
of economy, efficiency, or national security, to assign and reassign space in 
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Government-owned or leased buildings in and outside the District of Columbia 
Without regard to any other provision of law relating to the physical location 
either (a) of any executive agency or (b) of performance of its functions. The 
Administrator is directed to provide, by transfer to places elsewhere in the 
United States, for a net reduction of not less than fifty thousand in the number of 
positions existing and located on the effective date of this Act in the District of 
Columbia and its immediate vicinity, of which reduction not less than one-fifth 
shall be accomplished within six months after the effective date of this Act, 
not less than one-half, within one year thereafter, and the entire reduction, 
within two years thereafter. During said period of two years the Administrator 
shall not provide space in the District of Columbia or its immediate vicinity for 
more than fifteen thousand new positions created after the effective date of this 
Act. All executive agencies shall cooperate fully with the Administrator in 
carrying out the purposes of this section. The Administrator is further author 
ized and directed to demolish temporary buildings constructed by the Federal 
Government immediately prior to and during World War IT in the District of 
Columbia and its immediate vicinity at such time as they can be vacated by 
reason of the decentralization of Government positions as hereinabove provided 
The Administrator is authorized to expend in accomplishing the purposes of this 
subsection any funds available for the performance of his functions, or any 
portion thereof, with respect to the procurement and management of space in, 
and the operation, maintenance, and protection of, Government-owned and 
leased bfhildings.” 


[H. R. 4924, 82d Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as 
amended, to provide for the transfer to the Administrator of General Services of functions 
relating to the acquisition and assignment of passenger-carrying motor vehicles and to 
the control of office furniture and equipment 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 (Public Law 152, Eighty-tirst Congress), as amended, is 
amended by 

(a) Redesignating section 210 thereof as originally enacted (redesignated 
as section 212 by section 5 (a) of Public Law 754, Eichty-tirst Congress) as 
section 214, and, wherever such section number 210 appears in such Act as 
originally enacted, it is amended to conform to the redesignation prescribed 
by this subsection ; 

(b) inserting in the table of contents appearing in the first section of such 
Act, as amended by section 5 (b) of said Publie Law 754, immediately after 
the line in which “Sec, 211.” appears, the following : 


“Sec. 212. Acquisition and assignment of passenger vehicles 
“Sec. 213. Control of office furniture and equipment.” 


(c) inserting immediately after section 211 thereof, as amended by sec 
tion 5 (c) of said-Public Law 754, the following new sections : 


“ACQUISITION AND ASSIGNMENT OF PASSENGER VEHICLES 


“Sec, 212. All functions with respect to acquiring passenger carrying mo 
tor vehicles by purchase or lease for use by executive agencies, and all 
functions with respect to assigning and reassigning such vehicles heretofore 
or hereafter acquired for use by executive agencies within the United States, 
its territories and possessions, are hereby transferred to the Administrator, 
who shall prescribe regulations governing the use, custody, repair, and dis 
position of, and acountability for, vehicles so assigned. The provisions of 
this section shall not apply to the Department of Defense, but this exemption 
shall not be construed as limiting any authority vested in the Administrator 
by other provisions of this or any other Act with respect to motor vehicles 
used or to be used by the Department of Defense. For the purposes of this 
subsection the term ‘passenger-carrying motor vehicles’ shall include, in 
addition to the standard types, busses, station wagons, carry-alls, suburbans, 
and all other types of motor vehicles primarily designed or equipped fo 
carrying passengers, except such as the Administrator may by regulation 
specifically exempt herefrom 
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“CONTROL OF OFFICE FURNITURE AND EQUIPMENT 


Sec. 213. The control, including custody, repair, disposition, and accountability, 
of all office furniture and furnishings and office equipment, owned or leased by 
any Federal agency, now or hereafter located on or within any building or space 
under the jurisdiction of the General Services Administration, is hereby trans 
ferred to the Administrator.” 





[S. 1621, 82d Cone., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as 
amended, to authorize the Administrator of General Services to enter into lease-pur 
chase agreements to provide for the lease to the United States of real property and 
structures for terms of more than five years but not in excess of twenty-five years and 
for acquisition of title to such properties and structures by the United States at or before 
the expiration of the lease terms, and for other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That the Federal Property and Administrative 

Services Act of 1949, as amended, is further amended by 

(a) redesignating sections 211 and 212 thereof as sections 212 and 213, 
respectively, and wherever such#section numbers appear in such Act as 
amended, they are amended to conform to redesignation prescribed by this 
subsection : 

(b) inserting in the table of contents appearing in the first section of such 
Act as amended, immediately after the line in which “Sec. 210" appears, the 
following: 

Sec. 211. Lease-purchase agreements.” : and 


(c) inserting, immediately after section 210 of the Act as amended, the 
following new section: 


“LEASE-PURCHASE AGREEMENTS 


“Sec. 211. (a) Whenever the Administrator determines that (1) the needs 
for space for the activities of the Federal Government except for such needs 
of the Post Office Department as the Postmaster General is authorized to meet, 
in any particular area cannot be satisfied by utilization of any existing prop- 
erty suitable for the purpose then owned by the Government and (2) the best 
interests of the United States will be served by taking action hereunder, he 
is hereby authorized, without regard to the provisions of section 4 of the Act of 
June 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 257), as amended, section 407 of the Act of June 16, 
1949 (63 Stat. 199), as amended, or any other provision of law relating to the 
acquisition of real property, construction of buildings, or leasing of space, to 
obtain and provide space for the accommodation of activities of the Govern 
ment, both in and outside of the District of Columbia and in the Territories 
and possessions of the United States, including, with the approval of the Post- 
master General, activities of the Post Office Department, by negotiating and en 
tering into lease-purchase agreements the terms of which may exceed five years 
but shall not exceed twenty-five years and which shall provide in each case 
for acquisition of title to the property by the United States at or before the 
expiration of the leasehold term and upon fulfillment of the terms and condi 
tions stipulated in each of such lease-purchase agreements. 

“(b) The Administrator is authorized to exercise the powers granted in this 
section with respect to existing properties, including those for which conver- 
sions, additions, extensions, or remodeling may be required, and properties 
upon which construction is to be subsequently effected in pursuant of the terms 
of the applicable lease-purchase agreements. 

“(e) The Administrator is authorized to enter into agreements, with any per- 
son, copartnership, corporation, or other public or private entity, to effectuate 
any of the purposes of this section: and is further authorized to bring about the 
development and improvement of any land owned by the United States and under 
the control 6f the General Services administration, including the demolition 
of obsolete and outmoded structures situate thereon, by providing for the con 
struction thereon by others of such structures and facilities as shall be the 
subject of the applicable lease-purchase agreement. 

‘4d) Each such lease-purchase agreement shall include such provisions as the 
Administrator, in his discretion, shall deem to be in the best interests of the 
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United States and appropriate to secure the performance of the obligations 
imposed upon the party or parties that shall enter into such agreement with the 
United States: Provided, That no such agreement may provide for the payment 
of the United States in pursuance of the terms thereof of moneys in an aggre- 
gate annual amount in excess of 15 per centum of the fair market value of the 
property at the date of the lease-purchase agreement, or in the case of property 
where construction shall not have been completed at that date, in excess of 15 
per centum of the fair market value at the date of such construction. 

“(e) Funds now or hereafter available for the payment of rent and related 
charges tor premises, whether appropriated directly to the General Services 
Administration or to any other agency of the Government and received by said 
Administration for such purpose, may be utilized by the Administrator to make 
payments becoming due from time to time from the United States as current 
charges in connection with agreements entered into under authority of this Act: 
Provided, That no such funds may be expended for acquisition of title to the 
property covered by any such agreement prior to the expiration of the lease-hold 
term specified therein (whether by exercise of option to purchase or otherwise ) 
in the absence of specific appropriation of funds for such acquisition, which 
appropriations are hereby authorized. 

“(f) This section may be cited as the ‘Federal Lease-Purchase Act of 1951’.” 


[S. 1623, 82d Cong., 1st sess.] 

A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as 
amended, to authorize the decentralization of certain Government personnel, and for 
other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That section 210 (e) of the Federal Property 

and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (Public Law 152, Eighty-first Congress), 
as amended, is amended to read as follows: 

“(e) In the performance of his functions with respect to the management, as- 
signment, and reassignment of space in buildings for use by executive agencies, 
the Administrator is authorized, in accordance with policies and directives pre- 
scribed by the President under section 205 (a), after consultation with heads of 
the executive agencies affected, and upon a determination by the Administrator 
that assignment or reassignment is advantageous to the Government in terms of 
economy, efficiency, or national security, to assign and reassign space in Govern- 
ment-owned or leased buildings in and outside the District of Columbia without 
regard to any other provision of law relating to the physical location either (a) of 
any executive agency or (b) of performance of its functions. The Administrator 
is directed to provide, by transfer to places elsewhere in the United States, for a 
net reduction of not less than fifty thousand in the number of positions existing 
and located on the effective date of this Act in the District of Columbia and its 
immediate vicinity, of which reduction not less than one-fifth shall be accom- 
plished within six months after the effective date of this Act, not less than one- 
half, within one vear thereafter, and the entire reduction, within two vears there- 
after. During said period of two years the Administrator shall not provide space 
in the District of Columbia or its immediate vicinity for more than fifteen thou- 
sand new positions created after the effective date of this Act. All executive 
agencies shall cooperate fully with the Administrator in carrying out the purposes 
of this section. The Administrator is further authorized and directed to demolish 
temporary buildings constructed by the Federal Government immediately prior to 
and during World War II in the District of Columbia and its immediate vicinity 
at such time as they can be vacated by reason of the decentralization of Govern- 
ment positions as hereinabove provided. The Administrator is authorized to 
expend in accomplishing the purposes of this subsection any funds available for 
the performance of his functions, or any portion thereof, with respect to the 
procurement and management of space in, and the operation, maintenance, and 
protection of Government-owned and leased buildings.” 

Sec. 2. Such Act is further amended by (a) inserting immediately after sec- 
tion 211 thereof the following new section : 
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“CONTROL OF OFFICE FURNITURE AND EQUIPMENT 


“Sec. 212. The control, including custody, repair, disposition, and accounta- 
bility, of all office furniture and furnishings and office equipment, owned or leased 
by any Federal agency, now or hereafter located on or within any building or 
space under the jurisdiction of the General Services Administration, is hereby 
transferred to the Administrator of General Services.” ; and 

(b) inserting in the table of contents appearing in the first section of such Act, 
immediately after the line in which “Sec. 211.” appears, the following: 

“Sec. 212. Control of office furniture and equipment”. 

Mr. Houirretp. We are glad to have vou here this morning, Judge, 

and I understand you have some remarks you would like to make on 


your bill, H. R. 4323. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES W. TRIMBLE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ARKANSAS 


Mr. Trimece. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I shall not detain the 
subcommittee long. But out of the hearings we held on the dispersal 
bill, which was before our subcommittee of the Committee on Public 
Works, there grew a conviction on my part that arrangements could 
be made to invite private capital to help in the construction of build- 
ings and in a general way help in the necessary dispersal of any agen- 
cies. ; 

I conveyed my feelings to the members of the staff of the General 
Services Administration, and as a result H. R. 4523 is here. 

I feel that whether it is this legislation or some other bill that is in- 
troduced. we should move forward in this program, and I wholeheart- 
edly support the general principle of it, because it does two things: 

It gets us the space that we need. that we evidently need: 

And it gets it without any additional increase in appropriations 
and taxes, so far as that space is concerned. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, that is all I have. 

Mr. Houtrieitp. The general purpose of your bill is to allow the 
Government to lease these buildings for terms of more than 5 years, 
but not in excess of 25 years, and acquire title to such property as a 
result of the annual Sake payments ¢ 

Mr. Trimece. That isright. It was rather enlightening to me that 
out of the hearings there came the evidence that if we had had some- 
thing on the order of this legislation, we would have owned a lot of 
buildings that we don’t own now and had money left from the rent 
we have been paving throughout these years. 

I think it is not only a good investment from the standpoint of 
finances, but it is a good investment because it invites private capital 
to get into the activities which wouldn't otherwise be invited in. 

Mr. Houirrecp. Thank you very much, Judge Trimble. I want to 
say that it is a distinct personal pleasure for me to have Judge Trimble 
before us this morning. He represents the district in Ar kansas where 
I lived as a young man, going through high school, and the town that 
I lived in, and I feel very close to the judge because I know he has 
done a fine job for his district down there in Arkansas. 

Mr. Trimeie. Thank you, Mr. Holifield. 

Mr. Howtrietp. Among the hills and the rocks and the strawberry 
plants and the apple trees, grapes, et cetera. 
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Mr. Trimeie. Next to the home State of every member of this com 
mittee and all people here, it is the best State in the world. 

Mr. Hourrrecp. Are there any questions of Judge Trimble by mem- 
bers of the committee before he leaves? 

Mrs. Cuurcn. May I offer my apologies for the unavoidable 
tardiness. 

Mr. Horirieip. We are glad you arrived, Mrs. Church. 

We will take Mr. Larson through this bill section by section a little 
later and get some of his ideas on it. 

Thank you, Judge. 

For the convenience of Congressman Brown of Ohio, let’s lay aside 
Judge Trimble’s bill for the moment and take up H. R. 4924 and hear 
from Mr. Brown on this bill. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLARENCE J. BROWN, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OHIO 


Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, it is pleasant for me to be back in this 
room and at this table where I served as a member of this committee 
for some time in the past, and T do appreciate very much the courtesy 
that you extended m permitting me to be heard at an early hour be- 
cause of another appointment that I have. 

lor quite a long time I have given considerable study and thought 
to the subject matter of H. R. 4924. As you recall, the Hoover Com 
mission, of which I was a member, made recommendations at that 
time as to the handling of office furniture. We recommended, in fact, 
the creation of this present General Services Administration. Of 
course, the question of automobiles and handling of Government pas- 
senger cars has been before Congress for so long and has been dis 
cussed and debated and perhaps I should Say cussed, too, by many 
Members of Congress, the use or abuse of these cars, that I believe 
some action ought to be taken to centralize the supervision and control 
of both the office furniture of the Federal Government and also the 
passenger antomobiles. 

Of course, there is just one place that that control should be put, in 
my opinion, and that is in the Office of General Services. That was 
what the office was created for by Congress upon the recommendation 
of the Hoover Commission. 

The measure which is before you has been prepared for some time, 
but was not introduced until yesterday, because, frankly, we were 
so busy on so many other things that I delayed preparing the state- 
ment that I want to make on it and doing some other things about it 
and didn’t introduce it until yesterday. 

It simply provides that the Administrator of the Office of General 
Services shall have the responsibility, first, of acquiring all passenge 
carrying motor vehicles by purchase or lease for the use of executive 
agencies outside of the Department of Defense. 

If I may address myself to that subject for just a moment, I am 
firmly convinced in my own mind that we have a great deal of waste 
and extravagance in both the purchase and the use of Government 
owned passenger cars. 
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I am also of the very fixed opinion that there could be great savings 
made if one central agency of Government was held responsible for at 
least the supervision and the assignment of those cars. 

There could also be considerable savings made in the purchase of 
them. 

The Congress enacted a law which provides: that only a few cars, 
I believe, if I am correct, cars assigned to the President, to the mem- 
bers of the Cabinet, to the Vice President, and the Speaker, may be 
used for personal uses, but, of course, there isn’t a member of this com- 
mittee or a Member of Congress who doesn’t know they are used every 
day in many instances for personal use. 

I remember a number of years ago, the chairman may recall that I 
made a little speech on the floor about seeing the Government chauf- 
feur in a Government car taking a black French poodle for an airing 
at the expense of the taxpayers at the very moment that we were ap- 
pealing to our constituents at home not to waste gasoline, rubber, and 
tires. 

Many of us have the experience as we drive down in the morning 
of seeing the same Government-owned car being driven down, many 
of us have the experience of seeing in the evenings some of these cars 
being used to transport very fine and beautiful lacies in evening gowns 
and their escorts in evening clothes. 

Most of us know the Cabinet officers and the President and the Vice 
President and the Speaker of the House by sight. I do not propose 
by this legislation that we make the Administrator a motorcycle cop 
or anything of that sort, but I do believe that one central authority 
responsible for the pooling of these cars and for the assignment of 
these cars and also for the purchase of cars will be a healthy thing and 
mean a great deal of savings for the people in the United States. 

I realize and [ appreciate that it will be a practical impossibility 
to police this thing all over the country. I certainly do not envision 
either the desire or the necessity of establishing a large force—I want 
to say in the presence of Mr. Larson—to administer or to control, but 
simply on the high-level basis to see to it that as many of the abuses 
as possible as they go on now may be eliminated. 

Something has been very badly needed, and I think it will help us, 
Mr. Chairman—that is, the Congress—to answer the criticisms that 
we receive rather frequently from our constituents as to abusive use 
of these cars. 

Certainly if one central agency doesn’t have the control of the 
employees themselves, but the control of the cars, it can say to other 
departments, “Now, your employees are doing this and that, it will 
have to stop,” and it will have a very salutary effect. 

I do know that there have been some rather careful studies made, 
as you remember, by the task force, some of our task forces did make 
some references to the automobile use, but we did not make Hoover 
Commission recommendations on this point. 

I do know that some of the agencies of Government have attempted 
to cope with it individually, but if we have one central authority, it 
can be coped with, in ri opinion, at least, to the great benefit, though 
it may not eliminate all of these abuses by any means. 
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I am hoping this can be given the consideration of the committee 
and the Congress. 

Now may I say this off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Brown. Mr. Larson may object to accepting this added power 
or this added responsibility—I think it is more of a responsibility than 
anything else—but someone must do it, and it seems his agency of the 
Government is the one that should accept that responsibility. 

Now I want to go to the office farnitioce section for just a moment. 
Iam sure, Mr. Chairman, you and the other members of the committee 
are well acquainted with what we have done here on Capitol Hill. For 
many years, the legislative branch of the Government has maintained 
and operated through its custodians its own furniture-control 
program. 

We have one central place to which we go. We don’t each of us as 
representatives of the people run out and buy any office furniture we 
want at the expense of the Government. We have to put in our re- 
quest to the custodian, and he gives us out of his rotating supply some 
of the furniture he has available, and then he takes it back in and 
repairs it, and, of course, we have, as many of you know, desks and 
chairs that have given years and years and years of service and have 
been maintained at a savings to the taxpayers. 

Certainly if you are going to place upon the Administrator of Gen- 
eral Services the responsibility for administering a great many Gov- 
ernment buildings, he should also control the furniture that goes into 
those offices. He should be. able when one office closes down to take 
that furniture and store it away and assign it to someone else again. 
IIe should be able to, and I think he must have an agency or a work- 
shop wi.ere it can be re paired and refinished, and the savings we have 
made here on ( ‘apitol Hill can be magnified many, many times under 
the same system under the . Administrator of General Services, if you 
give him the power and the authority to control the use and the dis- 
persal, and so forth, of office furniture. 

Now it goes a little further than office furniture in this bill. It 
go s down to office equipment. I had in mind specifically that which 

» have here on the hill, for instance, typewriters. When we need 
an pee i typewriter, they just don’t hurry out and buy one. We have 
a program where they are re placed every so often. They are checked, 
they are repaired, they are put in condition; and if we need some 
extra typewriters, for instance, in this committee for 3 months’ use, 
we get them for 3 months, and they go back into the central office and 
may be in the oflice of some other committee or some Member of Con 
gress 4 months from now. 
~ So Iam not at all certain in my own mind, Mr. Chairman, that this 
section 213 does exactly what I think I want to do and what I am 
sure this committee and the Congress wants to do. I hope the com- 
mittee will take a careful look at it and ask Mr. Larson and others 
for their opinions as to how best to accomplish that which we wish 
to accomplish. 

Mr. Houirirecp. One question that I thought of when I saw the title 
the re—section 213 on page 2—“Control of Office Furniture and Equip 
ment.” I wondered if you hadn't left out an important word there, 
the word being “acquisition.” 
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Mr. Brown. I think he has the power to acquire now, but if he 
doesn’t, I certainly want him to have that power. 

Mr. Howtrretp. It wouldn’t hurt to write that in. 

Mr. Brown. I will accept that amendment and I hope the com- 
mittee will go over this. 

Mr. Hourrrecp. I am concerned with the word “equipment.” I 
agree with you on the purpose, but the word “equipment” is a very 
broad word, and I wonder if we should apply it to nonspecialized office 
equipment, or whether we should just drop that word 

Mr. Brown. I think it should be “general equipment.” I can 
understand why, for instance, you may need a ruling machine in some 
office or, perhaps, equipment for map-making in some department or 
agency; that is something that has to be, perhaps, specially built; 
but certainly we ought to include typewriters and adding machines 
and a thousand and one other pieces of equipment of that type that 
are in general use in the offices of the Government. 

Again if the Administrator does not now have the power to act 
in acquiring, then I think he should have. Perhaps you will recall, 
I am sure you will, Mr. Chairman, some of the reports—I know you 
studied these task force reports—some of the reports we made and 
some of the subcommittees of this particular committee as to the 
volume, the huge volume of some of the office supplies that some agen 
cies have purchased that just wouldn’t be done if we had a central 
business head, through one agency watching this situation. 

The reason why the Hoover Commission recommended the creation 
of the Office of General Services and the reason why the Congress 
established it was to have one central agency of the Government that 
would be responsible for these very things. 

We have moved part way in that direction, and this bill simply 
moves another step. I think, perhaps, as your committee continues 
its survey and study of expenditures in the executive branch of the 
Government, you will find other ways that you can obtain economies 
through the centralization of authority in one agency. You can 
eliminate a lot of bidding against each other for scarce supplies and 
materials that are used generally throughout the Government. 

I certainly hope this bill will be given your very thorough considera- 
tion. If there is any question I can answer, I will be glad to do so. 

Mr. Houtereip. Thank you very much for your appearance here, 
Mr. Brown. We are always glad to have you because we know your 
background of interest in this subject, and we will expect some assist 
ance from you on the floor later on when we bring some of these 
amendments based on the Hoover Commission recommendations. 

Mr. Brown. I will be glad to do that. Thank you for hearing me. 

Mr. Hontrrmenp. Mr. Larson, we are glad to have you before us this 
morning, and we would like to have you start out, please, with Judge 
Trimble’s bill, H. R. 4823, and give us your remarks on that. Do you 
have a prepared statement ¢ ; 
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STATEMENT OF JESS LARSON, ADMINISTRATOR, GENERAL 
SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Larson. Yes, sir: Mr. Chairman. 

The General Services Administration regards the provisions of 
H. R. 4525 and H. R. 4728 as highly desirable from the standpoint of 
efficiency and economy in Government operations and strongly recom- 
mends favorable action by your committee and the early enactment 
thereof by the Congress. I am happy, therefore, to have this privilege 
of appearing before the House Committee on Expenditures in the 
Executive Departments for the purpose of discussing as briefly as 
possible the provisions of these two bills. 

Ht. R. 4325 would authorize the Administrator of General Services 
to enter into a type of agreement which, as far as I know, is something 
new in Government operations. This form of agreement is called a 
lease-purchase contract, and under it real property and structures 
would be leased to the United States for terms of more than 5 years 
but not in excess of 25 years, and at or before the expiration of the 
leasehold term the United States would in accordance with the terms 
of the agreement acquire title in fee to the property. 

The authorization for the lease-purchase agreements is proposed in 
the form of a new section 211 to be inserted in title II of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, 
which, as you know, deals with the subject of property management. 
We believe that this new authorization would be an important aid to 
the General Services Administration in carrying out its functions 
under that title, and would introduce an economical and businesslike 
procedure into our operations. 

Historically, the Government has obtained the space it needs either 
through construction, or by rental of privately owned space. The 
result has been that the Government in many cases has rented the 
same buildings for periods as long as 40 to 50 years. ‘To cite a few 
examples: the Lemon Building on New York Avenue, between Seven 
teenth and Eighteenth Streets; the Hurley-Wright Building at Eight- 
eenth and Pennsylvania Avenue; the Walker-Johnson- Building at 
New York Avenue, between Seventeenth and Eighteenth Streets: the 
Veterans’ Administration regional office at 1825 H Street. This pro- 
posed legislation would remedy the situation by allowing contracts 
to be entered into with private industry, whereunder ownership of 
the property would ultimately vest in the Government. 

The United States for a number of years has been ma rapidly 
expanding economy, accompanied by marked increase in population. 
Office building construction has not kept apace with this development. 
With the high costs necessary to construct office buildings, private 
enterprise has been reluctant to go ahead with new construction, for 
the rentals necessary to provide a reasonable return thereon are much 
in excess of the rentals that can be charged on buildings constructed 
15 to 20 years ago. There must be assurance of continued occupancy 
for a period of vears In order to offer a sound investment. 

The Government finds itself at present competing with private 
enterprise for space at increasingly high rentals. These rentals in 
many cases have reached a point where, if applied to contracts entered 
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into pursuant to H. R. 4323, they would be sufficient to permit transfer 
of title to the Government in 20 to 25 years. It is apparent, therefore, 
that considerable money could be saved to the Government by virtue of 
the proposed legislation as contrasted to straight leases to the Govern 
ment at the termination of which it would have nothing by way of 
title to the properties. 

Under subsection (b) of the proposed section 211 this Administra- 
tion could convert and remodel into satisfactory quarters for the Gov 
ernment properties which from time to time may become available 
at reasonably low prices as they become surplus to the owners’ use. 
This woul | apply partic ularly to ware shouses and semioffice buildings, 
and in situations where the business center of a city has shifted and 
a considerable reduction in real estate values occurs in the location of 
the former center. Thus, by bringing Federal offices together in 
fewer locations and outside of high rent districts, not only would the 
convenience of the public be served, but also economies could be real 
ized by the Government. 

| previously referred to the lease purchase arrangement as being, to 
my knowledge, a novel one. As the law now stands, the General Ser\ 
ices Administration is limited to procuring space by lease for the 
housing of Federal agencies to periods not in excess of 5 years outsict 
the District of Columbia, and for periods not in excess of 1 year in 
the District. Subsection (a) of the new section 211 would allow relax 
ation of these legal restrictions under the lease-purchase agreements. 

With the constant growth of the Government, additional space for 
its permanent activities is presently required both within and outside 
of the National Capital, and all indications point clearly to a pro 
gressive increase in such requireme nts in the future. The lease-pur- 
chase arrangement provided for by H. R. 4323 will afford a flexible, 
convenient and economical mode of acquiring space. 

The General Services Administration, therefore, strongly recom- 
mends favorable report by your committee on the bill and early enact 
ment thereof by the Congress. 

Turning now to H. R. 4728, 1 would like for a moment to 
discuss with vou the provisions of this bill. It provides for amend 
ment of section 210 (e) of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, as amended, and for the decentralization from 
the District of Columbia and its immediate vicinity to places else 
where in the United States of not less than 50,000 Government posi 
tions within the time limits specified in the section. 

It is the distinct understanding of the Gieneral Services Adminis 
tration that the decentralization envisaged by the bill would be on a 
permanent basis rather than temporary. Such decentralization would 
be an important step toward strengthening the security of the Na- 
tion’s Capital. The positions selected for decentralization would 
those the work of which could be carried on in places remote from the 
District of Columbia just as effectively as in it. Thus not only would 
present congestion in Washington be relieved, but also a substantial 
amount of valuable space would be released and made available for 
Federal activities that must remain in the Capital to assure the con 
tinuance of operation of vital Government functions. IT am sure that 
you will agree with me that some decentralization of Federal employ 
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ees from the congested area in and around Washington is highly de- 
sirable. It is my opinion that this bill would adequately serve that 
purpose and overcome the objections raised to the decentralization 
program previously proposed. 

I think that the legislation provided in H, R. 4323 is one of the most 
timely pieces of legisl: ation and one of the most necessary pieces of 
legislation from the standpoint of administering the day-to-day re- 
quirements of the Government that has been introduced for some time. 
Asa matter of fact, I think it could be classified as a novel approach 
insofar as the Government is concerned to the problem of meeting its 
space requirements. 

Now this bill briefly provides that the prohibitions now existing in 
law, as referred to on lines 21 and 22 of page 2, not apply. 

That first provision, act of June 14, 1946, limits the time of any 
lease which the Government enters into to 5 vears on space leased 
outside the District of Columbia. 

The second prov ision provides for a limit of 1 year on space leased 
within the District of Columbia. The committee is familiar, as is 
every one, that because of conditions that have existed since 1940 there 
has been no public building program—that is, administrative build- 
ing program—w ithin the Government, and yet the population has in- 
creased considerably, and the requirements of Government have in- 
creased with the programs which the Congress has enacted. 

With the cha of private enterprise the space available, adminis- 
trative space available, in the communities throughout America is 
pretty well taken up, and there just isn’t any suit: able space available 
for the Government. 

As a result, the Government is forced to lease space where it can get 
it, and that results in a particular operation being divided; some- 
times in the case of the District of Columbia here one operation is 
divided into 37 different segments, which makes a very expensive type 
of operation. 

This bill would provide that the Administrator of General Serv- 
ices Would have the authority to enter into a lease-purchase contract up 
to a term of 25 years under which the Government would acquire 
title to the property at the expiration of the lease term or sooner if it 
were mutually worked out with the property owner. 

Of course, I will say as Administrator of General Services, in the 
light of what Congressman Brown has said and the stupendousness 
of some of the responsibilities of administration, it makes me pretty 
frightened, and anything we can do toward cutting down the size of 
Government, I am in favor of it, because that lessens my responsi 
bilities, but I don’t think we will get back to a small government 
that would be housed in our own Government-owned buildings in 
the foreseeable future, if ever 

As an example, in W ashington we have been renting the Lemon 

suilding on New York Avenue for 35 years continously. We have 
been renting the Hurley-Wright Building on the corner of Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue and Eighteenth, where the Federal Power Commission 
is housed, for 35 years. The Government has been renting that build- 
ing and is still renting it at a cost of about $79,600 a year currently. 
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Right across the street to the east of the Hurley-Wright Building, 
1778 Pennsylvania Avenue, is a building that has been under lease 
by the Government for 35 years, and so on in the District of Columbia. 

Even outside the District of Columbia, although the periods have 
not been as long—for instance, out in your city, Mr. Chairman, at 
1206 Santee in Los Angeles, the Navy and the Tre.sury Department 
are occupying space that has been continuously under lease by the 
Government for 13 years. 

Under this lease-purchase arrangement, assuming the Government 
had had this authority, in a couple more years that building might 
belong to the Government and at a lesser rate of rental than what we 
are now paying for that property, because where you have to nego- 
tiate every vear or every 5 years, those rates of rental reflect inflation 
and higher cost and the requirements of the property owner; because 
of the instability of a short-term lease, he must have a greater return 
on his investment. 

This bill provides means of acquiring space that will suit the 
Government’s needs in the proper location, where agencies can be 
consolidated, and do so at no increased appropriations. The present 
rental bill that the Government is paying would finance this program, 
as Judge Trimble pointed out, and at the end of the lease period the 
Government would own the property. 

I do not visualize that under this bill the Government could or 
should launch into an urgent program of entering into this type of 
a lease arrangement. I think that this type of lease-purchase arrange 
ment should only be entered into to take care of that space that time 
and the policies of the Government, as laid down by the Congress, 
indicate the space is required for a long period of time. 

For instance, I think the matter, with the public debt being what 
it is. the matter of tax collecting is going to be here for a long time. 
Space needed for Internal Revenue is going to continue to be needed 
for a long period of time. 

The post-office operation is something that is not voing to get any— 
that is, is not going to occupy less space as the population increases, 
and the Post Office Department has a bill pending before the Post 
Office and Civil Service Committee which would permit the Post- 
hiaster Cieneral to do the same thing insofar as post offices are con- 
cerned, the same thing as this bill provides. 

Mr. Hoviieip. Do you think that you would be inclined to pay too 
high rentals on this type of arrangement? In other words, would 
this act as subsidy to private construction to the point where you 
would be paying extortionate rental over the period of the lease ? 

Mr. Larson. On the contrary, Mr. Chairman, it is my opinion that 
we would pay less rental. I have a very comprehensive treatise on 
this subject entitled, “Factors and Considerations Relevant to Ac- 
quisition of Improved Real Estate through Lease-Purchase Arrange- 
ments,” which has been prepared by .Public Buildings Services of 
General Services, and which I will make available to the committee. 

There is a great deal of technical data in there, which I would not 
think desirable to put in the record, but there are certain excerpts 
which very well could go into the record. This treatise starts out with 
taking a typical example of Government needed space. It takes a 
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four-story building, of brick construction, providing for general office 
space which would contain about 200,000 square feet of usable space, 
and it estimates the present-day cost of acquiring a site to place that 
building on and erecting the building, which runs about $3,740,000. 
Now on the basis of our experience in paying rental today, we find that 
the fair value, that the rental we pay is about 1514 percent of the fair 
value of the property. 

Well, the fair value of property which costs $3,740,000 today is 
certainly going to be $3,740,000 unless we get a terrific depression in 
prices, Which is not anticipated. 

Mr. Burnsiwe. That is just about what you figured in the Hunting 
ton case, where we had offices scattered around and because of that 
you had to have liaison work between them, and you had to have 
extra telephone systems. 

Mr. Larson. You have to have communications and transporta- 
tion between the agencies, and it is more expensive obviously to ad 
ninister an operation where it is scattered in a half-dozen places than 
if you had it under one roof. 

Mr. Burnsiwe. You figured your rental would pay for it in about 
eleven vears. 

Mr. LARSON. Yes. l believe that is right. 

Mr. Bt RNSIDE.,. You would have your whole building free afier 10 
or 11 years. 

Mr. Larson. Thirteen and a half percent, that would be a rental 
of SH10,000 a vear. Now, 2 long-term rental contract or a morteage 
based ona long-term rental contract by the Grovernment is a highly 
desirable investment for investment houses seeking security and long 
term use of their money, such as insurance companies : and, therefore, 
they are satisfied with a lesser return on their money, such security 
even going as low as 3 percent 

Let’s assume that this building, that we could build it under this 
lease purchase arrangement to enter into a 1h year term and the 
builder of the building was satished with 3 percent on his money. 
That means that we would be paying rental and would own the build 
ing at the end of 15 years by paying rental at the rate of $404,000 
a vear, or S1LOO,000, roughly less than what the current going rental 
rate is under a limitation of 5 years. 

Of course. as the rate would be increased, if it were a 20-vear period, 
the annual cost to the Government would go down to S8340.000, or if 
it went the full 25 years, it would go down to $305,000. 

Let us say + percent—and I am sure that long-range investment 
vudicates and insurance companies, et cetera, would be satisfied with 
t percent. Even in that case, in 15 years the Government would 
acquire title to this property by paying $430,000 a year, as compared 
to the going current rental rate of S510,000 a year. 

Ih the 25-year period it would be down to $242,000 a year, or about 
$1.25 per square foot, which is pretty reasonable rental. 

Mr. Houtrietp. Very reasonable. 

Mr. Larson. During this period of time private enterprise would 
be getting a return for its money, the Government would be acquiring 
aun equity that would blossom into full ownership at the termination of 
the period, and the community would be getting the benefits, including 


taxation. 
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Now it is obvious that under present conditions that exist in the 
world our income, national income, insofar as taxes are concerned, is 
going to be tied up for no doubt some time to come in the defense of 
this country. 

Therefore none of us can anticipate that Congress can or should 
launch a public buildings program that would provide publicly owned 
buildings, because the appropriations would just be tremendous. 

This arrangement provides that any community where the Govern 
ment is leasing space in sufficient quantity to justify the building of 
a building, where those Government operations could be brought to 
vether under one roof, that that community could get a Federal 
huilding—for all intents and purposes it would eventually become a 
Federal building. 

Mr. Houtrtetp. That is provided for in section ¢ on page 3. I be- 
lieve. That would be where the Government owns land in the area. 
You could lease for purposes of construction thereon structures and 
facilities and buy them on the lease-purchase plan agreement. 

Mr. Larson. Yes. That is put in there so that the Government can 
take advantage of sites, building sites, which it might own and then 
invite a contractor to come in and build the building and the Govern- 
ment would pay rental on that building. 

Mr. Houirrevp. Ts it your purpose during the period of time of the 
lease-purchase agreement that title shall remain vested in the seller 
and therefore taxes will be paid to the local community until final 
conveyance of title to the Government ? 

Mr. Larson, That is correct. And these annual payments which I 
have referred to would include a sufficient amount, I mean the annual 
rental the Government would pay would have taken into consideration 
the payment of local taxes. 

Mr. Houirreip. If the Government acquires that property, of course, 
then it no longer pays local taxes. 

Mr. Larson. That is correct. The community has the benefit of an 
established governmental operation for whatever the payroll and 
the benefits of that operation might bring to the community. 

Mr. Houtrietp. Most communities, I think, would be willing to 
exchange the income of taxes on a building for the benefit of having 
the service and the payroll of a Federal office in their community. 

Mr. Larson. That has been my experience in talking with the 
communities. One of the great attractions to this plan is, as I indi- 
cated, Mr. Chairman, the opportunity for the smaller communities. 
It is an opportunity for us with administrative responsibilities to 
consolidate and effect savings in the large areas of population where 
the more people you have concentrated, the more Government activi- 
ties you have in that area. I mean where people go they require 
Government services. 

So in the large areas, for instance, I think in the metropolitan area 
of New York now we are renting slightly over a hundred different 
locations for Government operations. 

Mr. Hontrtzip. In many instances it would be possible to consoli- 
date those Federal services so that the people would vo to one central 
location to get a great many of those services. 

Mr. Larson. That is correct, and the Government could take advan- 
tage of changing patterns of rent in metropolitan areas. In order to 
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acquire space, the Government wouldn't always have to go into the 
high rent area. We could negotiate for a building to be built accord- 
ing to specifications we would set up, which would meet the general 
purpose requirements of the Government, where it would serve just as 
well for the FBI and Internal Revenue and the Department of Agri- 
culture installations as it would for a Commerce or some other 
installation. 

We would erect that building in an area where sites and where 
rentals, and so forth, were not as expensive as they would be otherwise. 

Mr. Burnsipe. If the Government already owns some land in a 
city, What would they do about offsetting the value of that land to 
get the building in the spot they would want it, if they wanted private 
enterprise toduild a building on the Federal land 4 

Mr. Larson. We have the authority now to enter into exchanges. 
We could negotiate an exchange arrangement for that land which we 
had for land elsewhere and fit it into the general pattern. 

Mr. Burnsipe. Suppose the Government wants to use the land they 
have. 

Mr. Larson. This bill provides they can use land and contract with 
private enterprise to build the building on that lamd and pay a 
rental on that building situated on the Government’s land for a 
period sufficient to acquire ownership by the Government. 

Mr. Hourievp. Let us assume, going back to section c on page 3, 
assume that you build a building under a lease agreement with a 
private property on Government-owned land and assuming further 
that the need for the Government is terminated before the final 
completion date of that purchase agreement. 

Under such conditions, what provision have you made in this bill 
for reaching an agreement either as to disposal of the building and 
the land to the owner or the Government being obligated to complete 
its lease and acquire the building ? 

Mr. Larson. In the first place, I would say that this should be 
so administered that those cases would be kept to a minimum. In 
other words, we shouldn’t enter into this kind of long-term arrange- 
ment, we shouldn’t commit the Government to pay rent for a 15-, 
20-, or 25-year period unless there is every indication that there will 
be a continuing need for that space, if not by one agency or one 
activity of the Government, then another activity of the Government. 

So those cases should be kept toa minimum. But in any event, by 
mutual argeement the terms of the lease contract can be altered to 
suit the convenience of the parties. 

If mutual agreement cannot be reached in that regard—and let 
us say that we go into a long protracted period of depression in this 
country, which I don’t. think we should plan for, I don’t think we 
could make any plans on that assumption, the Government would be 
stuck with this contract. There is no question about that. But it 
would be acquiring an equity in property. 

If over the past 40 or 50 years the Government had followed 
this practice, the Government space situation would not be as costly 
today as it is. 

Mr. Howirrerp. I agree with you. 
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Mr. Larson. So the fluctuation of real-estate properties would 
eventually bring the Government out whole. I am just as convinced 
of that as I am that I am here. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. I agree with you that those cases should be kept 
to a minimum, but there might be mistakes made or changes m con- 
ditions that would bring about that situation, and I would like to 
have some more information on that section myself. I wouldn't want 
to see private capital invested in a building for a period of 20 years 
and have the Government move out at the end of 10 years. The man 
who had invested the private capital in the building would be unable 
to acquire it unless he acquired it at the mercy of the Government 
because the land on which it was built belonged to the Government. 

I have found the Government in many instances ruthless where 
they deal in property in view of the fact that the individual factor 
doesn’t enter. The person who made the original agreement long 
since left that particular section of the Government or Government 
service and left it to a new man to take care of, and he has no feel- 
ing of personal or moral obligation. 

Therefore I can see where an individual purchaser might get him- 
self into trouble in a case like that unless there is some provision made 
for termination of leases on an equitable basis. 

Mr. Larson. Of course, we must assume that equity can always be 
accomplished by processes laid down by the legislative branch of the 
Government. I just can’t visualize the situation you are indicating 
existing where the hardship would run to the building of the property. 
If the Government wanted to vacate the building—— 

Mr. Houtrtetp. It is shaky business building a building on some- 
one else’s land. 

Mr. Larson. No one would build a building on the land unless the 
provisions of the contract fully protected him insofar as his rights 
are concerned, nor would the Government want to enter into any 
kind of a devious arrangement or an arrangement with loopholes in 
it. As a matter of policy, the Government shouldn't and doesn’t do 
business that way. 

Let’s assume, however, taking your example, which I think is so 
remote that it would never happen, but let’s assume it did happen, 
that the Government had a piece of property in Los Angeles County 
and it was determined that we could consolidate 100,0~0 or 200,000 
square feet of space that we are now renting and we went to a builder 
and we negotiated the erection of a building to meet the Govern 
ment’s needs on which we would enter into a 15-year arrangement at 
$400,000 a year, and at the end of that period the Government would 
own this man’s building. It won’t run $400,000 a year because the cost 
of the building would be depreciated, or you would deduct from the 
cost that I have indicated here trying to use my example, the cost of 
the land, because the Government owns that land, but let’s assume the 
eXample anyway. 

At the end of 10 years, as you say, the Government no longer had 
any need for that 200,000 square feet—as I say, I can’t visualize that 
happening. 

Mr. Houirrevp. That happens every day. The Government enters 
into leases and terminates leases. 
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Mr. Larson. At the end of 10 years the Government has a two 
thirds equity in this property. How can the Government walk off 
and leave this property ¢ 

Mr. Houiriecp. If your rental went 10 years, IT can see where the 
Government would have a preponderant equity in the building. I 
know if I were a private individual seeking a capital investment, I 
would certainly want to be protected against the Government—— 

Mr. Larson. I agree. The prudent man will see that that is in the 
contract, and the Government would have to agree to that, and should 
agree to it, where he would be protected. 

sut let’s assume that the Government did as you say; the Govern 
ment says we no longer need it. The Government is bound to continue 
to pay $400,000 a year, and I don’t think Congress will permit a 
Government agency to stand by and pay 8400.000 a year for a vacant 
building in which it has two-thirds equity. 

Mr. Houtrrenp. Would you visualize then an escape clause for the 
Government whereby they could prepay the balance at any time? 

Mr. Larson. This bill specifically prohibits the payment out of the 
annually appropriated lease moneys by the Congress of sufficient 
moneys to pay off one of these arrangements. In that case the Govern- 
ment would have to come to the Congress and get a specific ap- 
propriation for that purpose. That was put in there at the insistence 
of the Bureau of the Budget so as to make it certain that this would 
not be used as a device to hurry up the acquisition of buildings. 

Let’s go back to vour case, which seems to disturb you somewhat. 
Let's assume we were able to get by with that. Certainly under Public 
Law 152 that property would become surplus to the needs of the 
General Services Administration and as surplus it could then be 
disposed of. 

Mr. Hourrrecp. It could be subleased to private people for the 
balance of its lease. 

Mr. LARSON. Yes: for the balance of its period, or the Government 
could sell its equity in it and the property upon which it was located. 

Mr. Houtrrerp. Tam sure any private investor would want to know 
the answers to those questions, 

Mr. Larson. I am sure he would be prudent enough to get that 
written into his contract if it was built on Government-owned land. 

Mr. Horteteip. In section d will you explain the provision in regard 
to the 15 percent of fair market value. 

Mr. Larson. The Economy Act of 1932, I think, places a limitation 
on the amount of rental which the Government can pay, even under 
the present limited terms, of 15 percent of the fair value of that 
property. 

Fair value is arrived at by means of making current appraisals on 
the property with Government appraisers and with local private ap- 
praisers to whom the Government pays a fee for that purpose. 

I think it is wise to continue that provision in this legislation, which 
will assure the Congress that arrangements will not be entered into 
that will materially increase the annual rental requirements of the 
Government as they exist today. 

Mr. Hourrrerp. That would be on the over-all price of the building; 
assuming the fair market value was $100,000, you could buy that for 
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$115,000 over a period of say fifteen or twenty years on a lease-purchase 
agreement ¢ 

Mr. Larson. It would cost more than that because you would be 
paying interest, at least 3 percent. | 

Mr. Houtrieitp. Your annual payment of rent would be exclusive 
of computation of interest or include the computation of interest on the 
unpaid balance ¢ 

Mr. Larson. It would include interest, current interest, not future 
interest on the unpaid balance. It would include current interest. 
That means that we couldn’t pay over $15,000 a yéar for that property 
under any circumstances. 

Mr. Houtriep. I see. That doesn’t put a limitation on the profit 
that you could pay to the builder of the building then. 

Mr. Larson. Yes, it would. It would, in effect, serve that purpose 
also. 

Mr. Houirieip. Fifteen percent applies both to rent and total 
purchase price ¢ 

Mr. Larson. That is right. 

Mr. Houtrrerp. Then within that 15 percent per year you would 
have to make allowance for the return to the investor on his capital 
investment plus interest on the deferred balance, plus taxes, and so 
forth. 

Mr. Larson. That is right, and the example I gave you takes those 
things into consideration, which runs about a little over 10 percent on 
a 15-year basis. 

The average rental we are paying now is 1344 percent. For less 
than an average of 1314 percent this arrangement will build up the 
Government’s equity in ownership of the property each vear. 

Mr. Houtrietp. Are there any questions / 

Mr. Larson. I wonder if Judge Trimble has any questions. 

Mr. Houirieip. Judge, do you have any questions ¢ 

Mr. Trimete. No, 1 don’t. I think the position, though, is along the 
lines I had in mind; that it is protection not only to the Government 
but to the investor as well. 

Mr. Larson. 1 might say, Mr. Chairman, that 1 urge consideration 
and favorable action by the committee and the Congress on this bill 
because of the obvious savings that can be made and also because we 
ure faced with the situation now with the expiration of leases that 
have been running where we are having to go out and pay higher 
rentals which we can’t anticipate even in the annual appropriation, 
and we direly need some kind of arrangement that will permit us to 
get space. 

The average landlord likes to rent to the Federal Government if 
he can rent for a period of time that will give him some stability of use 
of his property. He cannot go out and refinance with insurance com 
panies or with banks or with any investor on a limit of 5 years’ leasing. 

In my opinion we sorely need this legislation as of now. 

Mr. Houirtetp. Would this legislation be affected by the Vinson bill, 
H. R. 3096, if it is passed in the Senate over the President’s veto ? 

Mr. Larson. It would require that any space we acquire under this 
bill for military purposes would have to be cleared with the two 
Armed Services Committees. 
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Mr. Houtrrerp. But not civil purposes ? 

Mr. Larson. No. 

Mr. Houirtecp. Of course, there is this provision in here that with- 
out regard to other provisions of law relating to acquisition of real 
property, construction of buildings, or leasing of space—in my opin- 
10n, if this bill passed after the Vinson bill is sustained in the Senate, 
it might have some effect upon the Vinson bill as far as civilian ac- 
quisition is concerned, because of that provision. 

Mr. Larson. I haven't followed that through. The approach to this 
is different from what I interpret the approach of Judge Vinson’s 
concurrent resolution to be. This is for general-purpose space for the 
Government. This might be used for military, it might he used 
for internal revenue, it might be used for agriculture, it might be 
used for partly post office and partly for something else. 

If it is exclusively post office, that will come under the Postmaster 
General’s bill, which 1s pending, and similar to this bill. 

Property acquired this way —— the agriculture program 
moved out and the military te nbuiltup. We certainly, m utiliz 
Ing our space, would move the mili ti iry oper: ition into the space va- 
cated. I can’t conceive of that being contrary to—certainly the Armed 
Services Committee doesn’t have in mind that we shouldn't. On the 
contrary, my conversation with Judge Vinson indicates that it is 
his desire to make high utilization of property. One of the things 
he is apprehensive about is that the mnilit ary will not use its own 
property to the best advantage and come to General Services for 
requirements for space. I don’t sakisipate any conflict here. 

In the Senate hearing yesterday there was some apprehension ex- 
pressed by members of the committee as to the control which Con- 
gress should have on this kind of arrangement, control that would 
place some limitation on the Administrator of General Services in 
net going out and entering into long-term expensive, burdensome, 
financially burdensome lease-contract arrangements. 

As far as I am personally concerned—and T can’t conceive of any 
administrator in the executive branch of the Government wanting to 
enter into a program that would not have the support of the Congress 
any device that the Congress sees fit to, place in this legislation to 
keep abreast of the programs implementing this legislation, we 
wouldn’t object to at all. 

As a matter of fact, I think it might be helpful and also healthy 
to the continued conduct of the Government to. say, require General 
Services to submit to this committee, because this is the over-all space 
committee, not the building of space, but the acquisition of space under 
Publie Law 152, report to this committee what its program is for the 
coming year so this committee can be informed, and if that program 
is not acceptable, steps may be taken through appropriations or proper 
action to curb that program. 

It. is conceivable that a list of projects might be submitted, though 
my personal feeling is that should only be required on a yearly basis 
and not to try to sit down and conceive now the list of projects to be 
carried out under this legislation that would tend to freeze the loca- 
tion of Government activities for some years to come. I think it 
should be more flexible than that. 
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Mr. Houtrrevp. Do you think this will conflict with the statute in 
the United States Code, title 33, section 733, which requires approval 
of the Attorney General before the Government acquires title? 

Mr. Larson. No; I don’t think it conflicts with that. There is no 
objection—I think the Attorney General could and should look over 
the contract, the contractual arrangements entered into. Since Judge 
Trimble first introduced this bill we have been almost harassed, I 
would say, at the intensity of inquires and the number of inquires 
where people are wanting to push this thing on the Government. I 
think our big problem is going to be resisting that and not go into a 
full-scale program of acquiring every building we now have under 
lease by this arrangement. 

Mr. Honirieip. T would think this should be limited to permanent 
functions of Government rather than temporary functions. 

Mr. Larson. Well, yes. Asa matter of practice I think it certainly 
should, but I think it would be dangerous for the Congress to try to 
define that. That is the reason that I suggested perhaps some pro- 
vision in this bill or provision otherwise where the Congress can 
have a continuing look at this program and how it is being carried 
out, what is proposed. 

Mr. Houirrevp. There might be a section in the act which would 
authorize the reporting of all transactions under this act during the 
prior year, 

Mr. Larson. Any such arrangement that the Congress would feel 
would fulfill that need we would welcome, because I just can’t en- 
visage a program that we could carry on suecessfully, or any admin- 
istrator, without the full cooperation of Congress. Some Members 

el that maybe their districts might be slighted under this bill. 

On the contrary, this is the only means by which some Members 
are ever going to get a Federal building in their Cistrict, because if 
you appropriate money for Judge Trimble’s district, then we appro- 
priate for your district and appropriate for the district of Congress- 
man Burnside, there is no end to that sort of thing. 

Where a community is enterprising enough to finance this on its 
own or where we can take our present rental payments in a commu- 
nity and consolidate them and cause a building to be built, in my 
opinion that is the only way a lot of communities in this country are 
voing to get Federal buildings. 

The same thing would apply to the post-oflice bill. Congressman 
Andrews introduced a bill last session, I think, providing for post 
offices to be built in communities with an arrangement whereby the 
community would build the building and issue bonds, and the Gov- 
ernment would take up the bonds. I think this kind of arrangement 
would satisfy what Congressman Andrews had in mind. It might 
not go so far as to build a new Federal building where one already ex- 
isted, though it can and should if that old Government-owned instal- 
lation is an uneconomical one and so old that it is too expensive to 
maintain or isn’t adequate for the purposes for which space is re- 
quired in that community. That would be particularly true of post 
offices. 

Mr. Hourrieip. Are there any questions on this bill ? 

Mr. Larson. One other thing. Congressman. There is the bill 
which you introduced providing for decentralization. 
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Mr. Houtrieip. I would like to get into Mr. Brown’s bill next. 

Mr. Larson. Let me just relate this bill to this other bill. 

Mr. Honirirevp. All right. 

Mr. Larson. H. R. 4728, providing for the decentralization of 
50,000 positions to be moved permanently outside the District of Co- 
lumbia and the immediate vicinity of the District of Columbia—if 
the Congress acts favorably on this legislation, either it will have to 
make an appropriation for the construction of buildings to house 
these activities to be moved out—they don’t exist today, you can’t go 
out and rent enough space to carry on economically a sizable Govern- 
ment operation that would have to be moved in its entirety if this bill 
is to be carried out as intended, or would have to enact this kind of 
legislation to per mit private enter pr ise to do it. 

Mr. Hottrieitp. These two bills would go together, then, 4823 would 
complement 4728 as far as acquisition of space is concerned ? 

Mr. Larson. That is right. In my opinion, it would be the proper 
means Of meeting the requirements of this other bill. 

However, let me hasten to say that 4323, I think, is necessary whether 
this other legislation is enacted or not and very highly necessary. 
That is all I had to say. 

Mr. Hontrrerp. Let’s go to H. R. 4924, the bill of Mr. Brown of 
Ohio, on acquisition and a eri of passenger-carrying motor 
vehicles and control of office furniture and equipment. 

Mr. Larson. If I may, Mr. Chairman, I would like to discuss section 
213 first. That isthe last section of that bill. 

Mr. Houirrevp. All right. 

Mr. Larson. That provides for the control of office furniture and 
equipment. That is similar to Senator McClellan’s bill, which we 
discussed yesterday, and his bill does not provide for the acquisition 
and assignment of passenger vehicles as does Congressman Brown’s 
bill. 

Control of office furniture and equipment is a legislative provision 
which is sponsored by the administration and by the General Services 
Administration in particular, in order to fulfill one of the gaps that 
practice and time have indicated exist in Public Law 152. 

As this committee and you, Mr. Chairman, as much as any other 
Member in the Congress, if not more so, know as a result of your 
having fostered and passed Public Law 152, you know the intent of 
that law. 

That was to manage the property, both real and personal, of the 
Government to the end that the Government would have the highest 
utilization of that property. 

Now you well know that that law was enacted, as all laws are, as a 
result of a lot of compromises, and there was a lot of compromising 
language used originally in Public Law 152 

We feel that language, at least similar to or carrying the intent of 
that language, contained in secfion 213 of this bill should be enacted 
in order to round out the accomplishment of what Congress and this 
committee intended in the passage of Public Law 152 

Frankly, there are only two things specifically that I feel, we in 
General Services feel, that this bill should accomplish. First of all, 
as Congressman Brown pointed out, under the present arrangements 
where an agency has complete ownership of the office furniture and 
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equipment which it acquires under its appropriations, that agency, if 
it is necessary to move to another be ation, can demand and does that 
its equipment go along with it. 

Now particularly here in the District of Columbia and in all of the 
larger areas where Federal population is concentrated, moves are more 
and more frequent, I am sorry to say, in order to meet the expanding 
and changing needs of the Government. 

Now furniture is hurt more by one move than it is by 20 years of 
use, ordinary use, in an office. We think that General Services, who is 

responsible for moving.the agency, should have some control over that 
equipment in order that it can determine that that equipment and 
furniture should be left for the next occupant of the building, and the 
agency that is moved take its records and necessary working papers, 
and so forth, with it and take over the furniture and equipment to the 
extent that it would meet its requirements of the agency moved out of 
the space it is moving into. That is one thing we need, and that is one 
of the things we try to accomplish by this bill. 

The other thing is that human nature being what it is and this com 
mittee knowing more than anybody else the pack rat tendency of 
humans to cling to everything and fill their attics and basements, 
(iovernment agencies are exactly the same. It is entirely up to the 
(iovernment agency itself to determine what office furniture and equip 
ment is excess to its needs, 

We know, as a matter of fact, as a result of our surveys that there 
isa great deal of office equipment that is stored away in agency store 
rooms that is presently excess to their needs and excess to their fore 
seeable needs, and immediate foreseeable needs, and we would like to 
have some authority that would permit us to take that equipment and 
see that it is utilized and not just kept in an agency storehouse. 

Now right in that connection there has been some current publicity 
in the Washington papers about overbuying of desks. Well, really we 
haven't overbought desks. We just haven't got proper warehouse 
space for the desks that are required for the regul: ar rep acement in 
the Government. 

In order to meet the requirements of some of the manufacturers who 
wanted to get tooled up for defense production, we consolidated some 
of our—we didn’t increase, we just consolidated some of our desk re- 
quirements on a purchase which we conducted here in the District of 
Columbia, and desks were shipped to the District of Columbia and we 
didn't have the warehouse space to utilize them because the Congress 
cut off the Boston House and some of the other programs for the expan- 
sion of the Defense Department where some of that equipment was to 
be used. 

That equipment is less than a normal 6 months’ supply of equipment 
by all the agencies here in the Government. But, in my opinion, we 
wouldn't have had to buy so many of these desks if we had had the 
author ity to go inandt: ake some desks out of these agence Vv storehouses. 

I relate that incident to this legislation to highlight and bring out 
and emphasize what we are trying to accomplish by this legislation. 

This language provides for accountability, and that has caused 
some concern both in the Congress and in the agencies of Government 
and has caused me some concern because certainly I do not want to 
build an empire in GSA. I don’t want GSA to be equipped and staffed 
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to do more than carry on the functions this committee envisages it 
should carry out. I don’t want to see, as a result of this legislation, 
accounting procedures developed that would call for the hiring of 
people to run an accounting system that would be more expensive than 
the money we cauld save out of this arrangement, 

So I think we had better take a good look at that word “account- 
ability” and maybe drop it out altogether, because all we want to ac- 
complish is what this committee intended, and that is full utilization 
of property to not cause it to be moved around, but to cause it to 
remain where its life will be longer and to disgorge excesses. ‘Those are 
the only two things we want to accomplish. 

I would like for my staff to work with the staff of this committee 
toward rounding out that language to accomplish just that. 

Mr. Howirietp. I don’t see why you want to take out the words 
“and accountability.” It seems to me you should be accountable for 
the disposition of these desks. 

Mr. Larson. It depends on what is meant by the term “accounta- 
bility,” and that is a term very difficult to define. 

I think the practice within the Government, when you use the term 
“accountability,” as has grown up over the years in the Government, 
means counting, identifying by serial number, receipting for and get- 
ting a re eipt for, when it is turned over. Now that can turn into a 
very, very costly process, and in my opinion it is not necessary. I 
think simpler procedures can be worked out and probably should be 
spelled out in the bill rather than leaving the broad teria “accounts. 
bility,” which I am fearful will lead to the development of these very 
expensive accounting arrangements. 

Mr. Hotirimip. Of course, we don't want to multiply paper work, 
but at the same time | think we have to maintain inventory control. 
Your whole control program is based on knowing how much they have 
and where they have it. 

Mr. Larson. Yes, Mr. Chairman, insofar as over-all quantities are 
concerned, but not insofar as specific items are concerned. It is the 
identification of specific items. I don't know what system the legis- 
lative branch uses, but in some agencies of the Government there is 
now a system that would identify each of these chairs here by a serial 
number. That serial number is reflected im a half-dozen different 
re orded places within that agency, and periodically instead of 
counting these chairs you would identify the serial number or the 
identification number of each chair. 

We found out in Surplus Property that on the large scale which 
the Government is required to operate, that is just too expensive. 

Mr. Hourrietp. Too much detail work to tie the serial number to 
the particular item of furniture. 

Now let’s go into the subject of acquisition. Is it your thought 
that you now have the power to acquire this office furniture along 
with other agencies? Do you expect to have exclusive right to acquire 
which would eliminate the other agencies from going out and buying 
desks and office equipment ¢ 

Mr. Larson. Under the general authority of the General Services 
Administration to issue regulations, I, as Administrator, can issue a 
regulation which will prohibit agencies from acquiring this property 
except as specified by the General Services Administration. 
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Now, as you will recall, provisions of the act provide that the Sec- 
retary of Defense may exempt the Department of Defense from any 
regulation promulgated by the General Services Administrator. 

Mr. Houirietp. I am aware of that, but you would not suggest, then, 
any addition to this title “Control of Office Furniture and Equip- 
ment,” by adding the words “acquisition and control of office furniture 
and equipment” ¢ 

Mr. Larson. No; I wouldn't. I think we have sufficient authority 
under Public Law 152 to do what the subcommittee has in mind and 
latitude on the part of the Defense Department insofar as its defense 
requirements are concerned to be exempt from that. 

Mr. Burnsipr. Would vou not change section 213, then, in any way 
for acquisition ¢ 

Mr. Larson. No; I don’t think we need any additional legislation 
other than what we have in Public Law 152 as amended. 

Mr. Houirtevp. Let’s follow through on this section 213. I am not 
exactly clear in my own mind. Once this bill is passed, you mean 
that it will automatically prohibit the Department of Agriculture, 
for instance, from going out and buying desks and chairs and other 
office equipment out of their appropriations ¢ 

Mr. Larson. Well, they are only permitted to do that now to the 
extent that the regulation of General Services Administration permits. 

Mr. Houirienp. You do the acquiring at the present time of their 
office equipment ¢ 

Mr. Larson. Well, we make certain exemptions of that. 

Mr. Hovrrtenp. Let’s leave out the Defense Department here and 
tallx about the civilian agencies. 

Mr. Larson. I am talking about all agencies. The regulation is so 
drawn—I am sorry, I don’t have a copy here—it 1s so drawn as to give 
some flexibility. If a piece of equipment is needed by, let us say, the 
Forest Service in the Department of Agriculture, where the time re- 
quired or even the expense required of obtaining that through GSA 
would be prohibitive, under certain circumstances, as set forth in 
the regulation, they are permitted to go out on their own. 

Mr. Burns pe. Can they acquire that from the petty cash fund ¢ 
Are they setting up petty cash funds to take care of those ¢ 

Mr. Larson. Various agencies have different arrangements to teke 
care of this 8500 exemption within the act, and the Forest Service has 
been the leader in the petty cash fund, which eliminated a great deal 
of paper work, toward reducing this $10 cost of a $2 item that has been 
referred to throughout the Government a great many times. 

Mr. Burnsipe. Would you think that a spelling out of petty cash 
funds, that item in here, would be helpful ¢ 

Mr. Larson. No, I think there is sufficient broad authority to set 
that up now, and the petty cash fund, I think a certain amount of 
flexibility should be left with the agency, both as to how it uses petty 
cash, and so forth. 

Mr. Burnsipe. Some of them have already corrected the evil that 
existed before, but some we find have not yet taken advantage of pro- 
cedures involving the petty cash fund. 

Mr. Larson. In the procedure jointly worked out by the General 
Accounting Office and GSA they are being prodded to make those re 
forms in their procedure. 
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Mr. Burnsipr. Does GSA have authority to make those reforms ¢ 
That would help us if that was the case. 

Mr. Houirterp. Here is a criticism of this section of the bill which 
may appear in later testimony. I would like to use it at the present 
time. I quote from it: 

While it appears that the office furniture and equipment would still be pur 
chased from appropriations made to the various agencies, it should be pointed 
out that the furniture and equipment could be transferred at any time there 
after within the discretion of the Administrator of General Services Adminis 
tration to some other agency, apparently without any opportunity on the part 
of the first agency to determine that the property is excess to its needs, on the 
part of the Appropriations Committee of the Congress to control the applicaticn 
of the appropriations as requested by the agencies, 

Mr. Larson. Well, there again—— 

Mr. Houtrrerp. In other words, could you step in and take office 
equipment that had not been declared excess by an agency and transfer 
it to another agency ? 

Mr. Larson. Yes, we could and should if that equipment or furni- 
ture is reposing in a storehouse or storeroom of an agency and there 
is no apparent need for it and there is need for that type of equipment 
or furniture in another agency. 

Mr. Houtrrerp. That would be unused property. You couldn't 
step in and take property they were using. 

Mr. Larson. No; and anybody that attempted to do that would be 
foolish. I get a little exasperated at some of these criticisms because 
they anticipate that whoever administers this law is going to be very, 
very foolish about. it. 

Mr. Houirrevp. How about the app lication of ap propr lations ¢ 

Mr. Larson. Well, I think if we take it and give it to another 
agency, the other agency would have to reimburse the first agency for 
it at fair value, such as is provided for in Public Law 152 on ex 
change of property between agencies. It isn't taking without due 
process of law. 

Mr. Burnsipe. You would assign value to that ? 

Mr. Larson. GSA would assign value. We have a formula. 

Mr. Burnsine. And both would have to accept your formula? 

Mr. Larson. That is right. 

Mr. Houtrienp. Let’s leave the furniture section there, 213, and go 
to 219. 

Mr. Larson. There is one question Congressman Burnside asked 
about petty cash. That is as I understand it, the General Accounting 
Office, Treasury, and General Services are working out that procedure 
how, 

Mr. Burnsipe That is clear. 

Mr. Larson. Do you want me to speak on the passenger-vehicle 
section ¢ 

Mr. Hortrieuy. Yes. You are not acquiring at the present time 
automotive equipment for the different agencies / 

Mr. Larson. We acquire all general-purpose type of automotive 
equipment. We have the authority to acquire all types of automotive 
equipment. We have made some exemptions insofar as special type 
equipment where the agency is permitted to go out on its own anid 
acquire it. All other types of automotive equipment, except in the 
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military and the Atomic Energy Commission, the General Services 
has the authority and does now acquire that type of equipment. 

Mr. Houirtevp. But once having acquired it, you do not control it 
or assign it except in the original assignment of it. From that time 
on you lose control of it; is that right / 

Mr. Larson. No. 

Mr. Houtrrecp. Let us be clear for the record. The answer is that 

vou do not control it after assigning it. 
’ Mr. Larson. That is true. We do not control it. nor do we de- 
termine or review the need for it. I doubt that we should review the 
need for it. That is something which the agency must establish with 
the Appropriations Committee in order to get the appropriation. Cer- 
tainly here, again, I as Administrator, this committee, the whole Con- 
gress don’t want GSA to become an octopus here that could, with 
improper administration, strangle the flexibility that the agencies 
need in carrying out their daily administrative responsibilities. 

I think this language should be given very careful consideration to 
determine that it does not do that, that it is not too restrictive. 

Again I repeat I concur in everything that Congressman Brown 
said about the need for regulation of the use of this automotive equip- 
ment, particularly passenger-carrying vehicles in the Government. I 
think everybody in the executive branch recognizes that. The abuses, 
while I don’t think they are widespread, but some of the examples 
given by Congressman Brown of abuses have brought about very 
drastic action on the part of the Congress. For instance, the com- 
plete elimination from appropriations of moneys to pay for chauffeurs 
has resulted from that abuse. 

I think unfortunately because the Congress wants to provide the 
executive branch with the tools necessary for it to do its job and to do 
it expeditiously and economically, and the providing of a driver to 
drive a very busy department head or agency head here to the Hill 
or to other departments of the Government, should be only a time- 
saving arrangement, 

I don’t think that the individual Members of the Congress want to 
deprive the executive branch of the means for conserving its time 
and making the best use of its time, but we are faced with the situa- 
tion which is practically a reality and we will have to make the 
most of it. 

Now under the general property utilization responsibilities of GSA, 
as fixed by legislation recommended by this committee and passed by 
the Congress, we have over the past couple of vears been making some 
comprehensive studies and experiments in the utilization of passen- 
ger-carrying automotive vehicles, particularly in the big concentra- 
tions of Government activities. The biggest, of course, is right here 
in the Distriet of Columbia. 

As a result of our experimentation and the observation and the 
cooperation with other agencies who are experimenting—one of the 
biggest experiments has been carried on by the State Department 
right here in Washington in the pooling of its passenger-carrying 
vehicles, operating out of a pool with radio control. The efficiency 
of the individual vehicle operated that way is raised about 500 per- 
cent. It has already been demonstrated that 60 percent of the vehi- 
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cles can do the work that formerly required a hundred percent to per- 
form under haphazard assignment to various segments of the Depart- 
ment of State. 

Mr. Houirieip. The radio call system is similar to that utilized by 
some of the taxicab companies; is that right ¢ 

Mr. Larson. Exactly the same principle. Other arrangements, 
one of which we are carrying on by way of experiment ourselves, is 
the regular scheduled bus service, and one agency has even leased a 
bus, a very convenient arrangement, driver and all, from the Capital 
Transit Co. to go between these various installations of that agency 
within the District of Columbia, and the operation of that bus has 
eliminated perhaps 15 individual vehicles with their drivers, et cetera, 
and at the same time provides the equivalent service, saving the time, 
and is economical. 

Mr. Houirretp. It is on a schedule from department to department / 

Mr. Larson. It is on a scheduled route that it follows and at a 
certain intervals, usually in the basic departments about every 15 min- 
utes throughout the working day, that vehicle will go by a given point 
or vehicles will go by given points, and it is a very economical and, in 
my opinion, a very necessary arrangement. 

That, however, doesn’t meet all the requirements, and one of the 
oldest and tried means of utilizing vehicles is by a pool arrangement, 
by having the vehicles all in a pool with drivers and dispatched either 
by telephone or, as I said, by radio control. 

In San Francisco some of the military establishments have volun- 
tarily combined their resources and their ingenuity and developed a 
similar arrangement to the radio-controlled pool as I have indicated 
here in Washington as conducted by the State Department, with 
amazing results. 

I mean the results there have been even better than the results here 
in Washington. 

Mr. Houtrtevp. That service is available to a certain class of Fed- 
eral employees, I suppose. 

Mr. Larson. Well, I think that the Navy took the lead in this, and 
my information is the Navy took the lead with it; they cooperated 
with the Army, and the Marine Corps is partie ipating; whether the 
Air Force is I don’t know. But they have taken in some of the 
civilian agencies of the Government and given them the benefit of 
it, and they are contributing to this arrangement. San Francisco 
isa busy place for Government activities, as you know. 

That same thing is possible in any area where the volume would 
justify it. I think there should be authority somewhere in the Gov- 
ernment to sponsor and see to it that that type of utilization is taken 
advantage of. So far as the civilian agencies are concerned, GSA 
is equipped to operate such a pool here in Washington that would not 
only take in the State Department, but which could be in certain 
areas of the District or be arranged in some other manner to bring 
about expeditious use of the vehicles, 

However, I might hasten to say that as Administrator I am not 
anxious to take on such responsibilities, but as an individual and as a 
responsible public official I am enthusiastic about the savings that 
can be made under that kind of arrangement. 
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Now when you get into less congested areas of Government activity, 
there just isn’t anything to take “the place of the assignment of the 
vehicle to the officer that requires the use of it. So therefore I think 
that the placing of this responsibility should provide for a high degree 
of flexibility. 

Now as Congressman Brown said, he didn’t want me to get a pair of 
goggles and a motorcycle and riding breeches and boots and get 
on a motorcycle and go out here and police this thing. However, 
regardless of what regul: ations I issue, the evils that Congressman 
Brown pointed out are not going to be remedied without some kind of 
polici ing, human nature being Ww hi at it is. 

It is what we have been trying to get the Appropriations Committee 
to finance us in doing so far as inventories are concerned and so far 
as records are concerned. To issue these regulations and then not 
police them is, in many cases, worse than having no regulations at all. 

Regardless of what Congressman Brown said, there is going to 
be some policing required, and as far as I am concerned, I think 
that that need only go to spot checking and reporting to the Congress. 

Now in order for General Services to render proper service to the 
agencies and cooperative services, we have to have the confidence of 
the agencies, and therefore our policing activities should be completely 
understood as only extending to those desired by the Congress. I 
have no immediate suggestion to make insofar as the language of this 
is concerned, but I think on my reading this for the first time last 
night, that we can offer some suggestions within the near future that 
would accomplish what Congressman Brown wants to accomplish, 
what this committee and the Congress want to accomplish, and still 
leave sufficient flexibility where we would not have to build a big 
empire to run it or police it or where the agencies would not feel that 
they were too highly restricted in its operation. 

Mr. Horirietp. I would like to return on that point that you raised 
to the wording again of section 213 on page 2, control of office furni- 
ture and equipment. In section 213 you have the words “office equip- 
ment,” whereas in the title you only have “equipment.” With the 
word “office” in front of “furniture,” it is not necessary, I guess, to 
repeat that in the title. 

Mr. Larson. I think office equipment would restrict that. I think 
there should be exemptions, and I think this is flexible enough to 
give exemptions in certain types of equipment, technical equipment, 
as Congressman Brown indicates, certain technical types of office 
equipment like IBM, et cetera; the agency goes to et Appropriations 
Committee and justifies the money for the use of it. It makes its 
own program. 

It should not be for me or anyone else to come in and take that 
away from the agency. I don’t want to do it. But as the Congress- 
man pointed out, if there is an excess of typewriters in one agency 
and they are reposing in the storerooms of that agency, and there is 
no foreseeable need for them, I mean in the immediate future, there 
should be some means whereby those typewriters could be made 
available to an agency that is out in the market for typewriters. 

Mr. Burnsipe. You wouldn’t call those typewriters technical 
equipment. 
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Mr. Larson. Personally I wouldn't, but it might be interpreted 
as being technical equipment. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. 1 wonder if we can take up H. R. 4728 at this 
time and have your testimony on that, and we will try to continue until 
we complete that testimony in order to make it convenient for you, 
Mr. Larson. 

Mr. Larson. I will cover that as briefly as I ean. I think T ean 
cover it briefly. 

First of all, this legislation is not an administration-s ponsored piece 
of legislation. Asan individual I strongly favor this type of approach 
to the « ‘ongestion problem here in the District. The C ongress has acted 
on dispersal in the Senate at least, and the theory of dispersal as dis- 
tinguished from decentr: tention under which arrangement—lI speak 
of the dispersal arrangement—areas would be established in a radius 
of 20 to 30 miles from the center of the District of Columbia where 
Federal centers would be provided space and Federal activities would 
be moved out in order to make the District of Columbia less vulnerable 
as a target to any enemy that was inclined to attack by air, and in the 
long-range nondefense aspects of the whole problem to relieve conges- 
tion and make for better planning for the Government, for the growth 
of Federal activities here in the District of Columbia. 

Now that having been eliminated, though, that bill carried with it 
in another section a provision for decentralization also, and it is my 
personal opinion that the Senate was not opposed to decentralization 
but only opposed, the majority of them, to the theory of dispersal. I 
strongly urge consideration of this approach or a similar approach, 
Mr. Holified, to the dire need of relieving the congestion that an ever- 
increasing Federal Government is cre: ating here in the Dist rict of Co- 
lumbia, and so far as defense aspects of this problem of concentration 
are concerned, by making the target less desirable. 

Fifty thousand jobs, let’s refer to them as fifty thousand positions, 
moved out of the District ot Columbia for the purposes intended in 
this bill, I am sure you, being the author of this bill, are committed— 
as a matter of fact, I know you are from my conversations with you— 
to permanent removal from the District of Columbia. 

In other words, this is not a temporary measure, this is a permanent 
arrangement where functions of the Government that can be carried 
on just as efficiently and just as well in Los Angeles or Charleston, 
W. Va., or Oklahoma City, Okla., or Des Moines, Lowa, or some place, 
as they can here should be moved out of here. 

1 feel personally very strongly that we should avoid a higher con- 
centration of positions, Government positions, here in the District of 
Columbia than now exists. 

This bill, as indicated in its language, would provide for the elimi- 
nation of the temporary buildings, which would be, in my opinion, a 
saving of money because those buildings are expensive to keep up. 
They were built, most of them, to last only 5 years. Those built in 
World War II. that is. Those built in World War I are still in exist- 
ence, and there are forty odd-thousand stant 3 occupying those 
buildings. 

In a case of attack those buildings certainly would be a fire hazard, 
and in case of attack by air with atomic weapons or ordinary high- 
explosive or incendiary weapons, the people that were in those biuild- 
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ings would have to be evacuated which would interfere with the opera- 
tions they were carrying on. 

The esthetie aspects of the thing are constantly before us with the 
National Capital Parks and Planning Commission recommending 
elimination and restoration of the park system of the city of Washing- 
ton to make it the kind of city we all want to see it, a symbol of our 
idea of democratic government, and not have it highly congested with 
building up our open areas and parks with more temporaries if we 
are to continue to bring people in here to fill positions that are created, 

This bill therefore provides that not more than 15,000 additional] 
positions can be created within the District of Columbia upon the re- 
mov al of these 50,000 posit ions outside. 

The bill prov ides for a definite schedule of removing of these posl- 
tions. Now there may be a great deal of difficulty and hardship in 
connection with meeting that schedule and per haps the schedule should 
have some flexibility, but I think it should only be flexibility in the 
direction of maybe extending that term and not eliminate a definite 
cut-off date at which time this move should take pla ‘e, because if you 
don’t have a definite cut-off time for the completion of this program, 
it is going to hang on and hang on and hang on because people just 
don't want to move. 

[ can understand that this will work great hardship on people who 
own their own homes in the District of Columbia or in the vicinity of 
the District of Columbia, who would be employed by a part of an 
agency that would be moved for permanent est: ab lishment else where, 
but I think that the over-all benefits transcend the convenience of the 
individual. 

Mr. Houirrenp. Would you be in favor of any provision on the part 
of Congress for helping to compensate these people for the trouble 
of changing from their present positions ¢ 

Mr. Larson. There is already precedent for that in even the tem- 
porary moves that were made during World War LI, where people 
moved outside the District and then moved back again. I think some 
reasonable compensation could and should be had. However, I think 
that is a matter of implementation, appropriations for implementa 
tion. 

Mr. Houirretp. You don’t believe it should be in the basic act / 

Mr. Larson. I wouldn't think so. I have no fixed feelings about it. 
If Congress wants to put it in there, or this subcommittee, it is all right 
with me. Ihave no object ion to It. 

Mr. Hourrietp. On page 2, line 10, where the word “elsewhere” is 
used, the Administrator is directed to provide by transfer to places 
elsewhere in the United States a net reduction of not less than 50,000 
posit ions. In reference to the word “elsewhere,” there is no limitation 
on that. That might be 2 miles outside the District of Columbia or it 
might be a thousand miles or 2,000 miles. 

Wo you think that in order to overcome the criticism that this is 
just a dodge to get around the dispersal] program there should be 
some limitation of 40 or 50 miles, saying these people shall be moved 
at least 50 miles or more from the District of Columbia ¢ 

Mr. Larson. This same question came up yesterday morning, Con- 
gressman Holifield. The Senate was dubious of the words “inmedi- 
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ate vicinity,” rather than “elsewhere,” but I think the objection is . 
the same. 

I would have no objection—as a matter of fact, I think. if that 
doubt exists, there should be some provision in the bill to indicate 
that. However, one of the Members of the Senate committee yester- 
day morning, his home was within 50 miles of the District of Columbia, 
and I don’t exactly know how you are going to define that. 

My idea of the implementation of this bill has no connection with 
the idea of dispersal ; it is a permanent moving. 

Mr. Houtrtetp. This is no attempt to obtain dispersal of agencies 
within an area surrounding the District of Columbia. You are think- 
ing more of transferring these people to the different areas throughout 
the country where they could function just as efficiently as they can 
here as far as Government service is concerned, yet it would not be in 
this concentrated area and utilizing high-cost space here. 

Mr. Larson. That is correct. I used as an example, and only as 
an example—and I have been catching the devil from some people 
over in Agriculture, and I apologize to them, but since I used it in 
the Senate as an example, I will use it here as an example. I don’t 
use it as an example of the kind of activity that should be moved out, 
I am not earmarking any agency. 

I have used the Bureau of Entomology in the Department of Agri- 
culture as being an agency that, after proper study, might function 
just as well in Des Moines, Iowa, as in the District of Columbia. 

I realize they have installations here and experimental laboratories, 
and so forth, that might be rather costly and maybe the cost itself 
would prohibit after proper study. But the point is it would be an 
entire bureau moved out, not just a few people or a segment of the 
people. 

Mr. Houtrterp. The Bureau of Mines, for instance, might well 
vo— 

Mr. Larson. My good friend, Jim Boyd, has admonished me that 
the Bureau of Mines is so established here that they can’t operate 
anywhere else, and I am not taking issue with him, but if it were 
determined that he was wrong and it could, rather than having part 
of it moved, I think the whole Bureau ought - be moved. 

Of course, maybe this is not a good example, because it operates in 
the territory where it would have to operate anyway, am one of the 
biggest operations in the Government in the civilian branch of the 
Government is the Tennessee Valley Authority, which operates very 
successfully away from Washington without—this is the point—with 
a very, very small liaison staff here in Washington. 

When you move a bureau or an activity outside of Washington, 
Congress has to watch that it doesn’t duplicate its top staff from Des 
Moines here in Washington, and Congress itself must be aware of 
that, because many times it is the requirements of Congress that cause 
that duplication to take place. 

But that would be an bs cessary expense that would tend to nullify 
some of these economical advantages of such a program as this. 

Mr. Howtrretp. I understand that the Attorney General’s office 
raised some question as to whether section 210, as it now stands, 
section 210 (e), would authorize the Administrator to transfer an 
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agency from the District where the organic act provided that its head- 
quarters should be in the District. 

Mr. Larson. Public Law 754, Eighty-first Congress, second session, 
section 210 (e) reads as follows: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Administrator is authorized 
in accordance with policies and directives prescribed by the President under 
section 205 (a), and after consultation with the heads of the executive agencies 
affected, to assign and reassign space of all executive agencies in Government- 
owned and leased buildings in and outside the District of Columbia upon a 
determination by the Administrator that such assignment or reassignment is 
advantageous to the Government in terms of economy, efficiency, or national 
security. 

With all due respect to the learned Attorney General, whose decision 
in this matter will be final, any formal opinion that he makes will have 
to make an interpretation of that provision, which to me is unmistak- 
able, the provision which I have just read. 

Mr. Hotrrrevp. If you have that authority already under Public 
Law 754, why is it necessary for you to come before us now and ask 
for this additional authority ? 

Mr. Larson. For this reason, Mr. Chairman, and I think a very 
good one: We submitted a program under that authority to the 
Appropriations Committee, and the Appropriations Committee 
turned it down with the following statement: 

The question of decentralization as well as of dispersal is now pending before 
the appropriate legislative committees of the Congress. It is the opinion of the 
committee that an appropriation should not be provided until an over-all plan 
has been considered and basic legislation providing for a comprehensive program 
is enacted. 

Mr. Houtrterp. This is your attempt to follow out the Appropria- 
tions Committee’s direction and to spell out in terms of numbers of 
positions to be decentralized, time of decentralization, and other 
details. 

Mr. Larson. Yours and mine, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hortrieip. It is your suggestion. 

Any questions, Mr. Burnside ¢ 

Mr. Burnsipe. No questions. 

Mr. Hoxirrietp. I would suggest, then, in line with your own sugges- 
tion that a very careful study be made of these three bills that we have 
to consider this morning and some of the points that have been raised 
both in the Senate and in the House committee hearings and have your 
learned staff confer with us as to any technical amendments which they 
would like to suggest to the subcommittee, and then we will put it 
before the committee for consideration. 

We will also hear the Budget Bureau and General Accounting 
Office on these same three bills. I will have to arrange for a meeting. 
I would like to have the other members of my subcommittee present 
at that time. 

Mr. Larson. I appreciate this opportunity of appearing before you 
and your graciousness in arranging this meeting for my convenience. 

I might correct one impression in the record. I will not be gone to 
Europe for some time either by inclination or necessity. I don’t like 
to stay in Europe any longer than is necessary, but I will be gone 


about 20 d: ays. 
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Mr. Houtrreip. If the subcommittee deems it expedient to combine 
these three bills into one omnibus bill, as they all are amendments to 
the Federal Property Act, 1 suppose there would be no objection on 
your part. 

Mr. Larson. Not particularly, Mr. Chairman, except I would like 
to point out that the lease-purchase bill is very vital to our continued 
operation and the furnishing of space, and if such a combination would 
delay or endanger the ultimate passage of that legislation, personally 
J would like to see if considered On its own merits. 

A further suggestion I would make, and-I am sure you would take 
this into consideration also, would probably call for some informal 
consultation with your companion committee in the Senate, so that the 
bills or the bill would reach conference in such form as would permit 
expeditious ehnactinent, assuming’ that both Hlouses cud enact some- 
thing. 

Mr. Honirrenp. We will confer with them on that, as we usually do 
on bills that are quite similar. 

If there are no further questions, then, the meeting will stand ad- 
journed. 

( Whereupon, at 12 noon, the subcommittee adjourned. ) 
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TO AMEND THE FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRA- 
TIVE SERVICES ACT OF 1949, AS AMENDED 


THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 14, 1952 


House or RepreseNntTATIves, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Executive AND LEGISLATIVE 
REORGANIZATION, OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
EXPENDITURES IN THE Executive DerarTMENTs, 
Washington. dD. c. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:00 a. m., in room 
1501, New House Office Building, Hon. Chet Holifield (chairman of 
the subcommittee). presiding 

Present: Representatives Holifield, Blatnik, Hoffman, and Church. 

Also present: Thomas A. Kennedy, general counsel for the Com- 
mittee on expenditures in the Executive Departments: Herbert Ro- 
back, subcommittee staff director: and Dorothy D. Morrison, sub- 
committee clerk, 

Mr. Houirietp. The subcommittee will be in order. 

Today the subcommittee renews its consideration of the following 
bills: H. R. 4823 (Mr. Trimble), authorizing the General Services 
Administrator to enter into lease-purchase agreements: H. R. 4728 
(Mr. Holifield), directing the General Services Administrator to 
transfer up to a maximum of 50,000 Federal Government positions 
from the District of Columbia within 2 vears (the so-called decentral- 
ization bill): H. R. 4924 (Mr. Brown), vesting in the General Service 
Administrator functions relating to the acquisition and assignment 
of Government vehicles and control of Government office furniture and 
equipment. 

The subcommittee held previous hearings on these bills July 2D. 
1951. At that time, Mr. Jess Larson, General Services Administrator, 
was about to leave on an overseas inspection of matters relating to 
emergency procurement and other duties of his office, and we wanted 
to have the benefit of his testimony before his departure. Mr. Larson 
will be available to the subcommittee for further questioning this 
morning. 

The subcommittee also has before it S. 2251 which was passed by the 
Senate on October 19,1951. S. 2251 is a Senate committee version of 
S. 1623, originally introduced by Senator McClellan and others. The 
original Senate bill contained the same provisions as my bill, H. R. 
4728, authorizing decentralization of 50,000 Government positions, 
and containing in addition a portion of H. R. 4924, Mr. Brown’s bill, 
relating to control of office furniture and equipment. After considera- 
tion of S. 1625, the Senate Committee on Expenditures reported a new 
bill, S. 2251 (S. Rept. 939, 82 Cong., Ist sess.) and it passed the 
Senate in that form. 
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The original Senate counterpart of H. R. 4323, Mr. Trimble’s bill 
on lease-purchase agreements, was S. 1621, introduced by Senator 
McClellan. The Senate Committee on Expenditures, after considering 
that bill, also reported a new bill, S. 2137, which, according to the latest 
information I have, is still on the Senate Calendar. There is no sig- 
nificant opposition to this bill that I know of. I believe it is in the 
public interest, and I hope it can be acted upon expeditiously. 

It should be noted that there was no exact counterpart of H. R. 
4924, Mr. Brown’s bill, in the Senate. The portion relating to control 
of oflice furniture and equipment was included in S. 1623, as stated 
above, and carried over in modified form in S. 2251. I understand 
that the General Services Administration has some reservations about 
the broad wording of Mr. Brown’s bill, and may make some sugges- 
tions for modifying it. 

Since the time of our subcommittee hearing in July 1951 and Senate 
passage of the decentralization bill in October 1951 there has appar- 
ently developed some change of emphasis in the importance and timing 
of the decentralization bill. Not only has considerable opposition been 
manifest in the local press and by certain local groups, who have repre- 
sentatives here today, but the President stated in his recent ‘a 
message to the Congress that priority should be given to the Govern- 
ment’s dispersal program. 

The subcommittee members will recall that Congress gave con- 
siderable attention to a dispersal program during the last session. In 
April 1951 the Senate Committee on Public Works reported favorably 
(S. Rept. 216, 82d Cong., 1st sess.) a so-called dispersal bill authoriz- 
ing the erection of a permanent concreté building at each of four sites 
located within a perimeter of approximately 20 air-miles from the 
center of the District. ‘These buildings were to have a capacity of 
5,000 employees each. In addition, the dispersal plan contemplated by 
the bill also provided for the decentralization, to areas other than in 
the vicinity of the District of Columbia, of some 25,000 Government 
positions. In other words, dispersal and decentralization were asso- 
ciated in the same bill. 

Together with dispersal and decentralization of Government activi- 
ties the over-all program contemplated the removal of temporary Gov- 
ernment buildings which are hazardous to the health and safety of 
employees and records. Subsequently, the dispersal program became 
a matter of rather acute controversy and the Senate finally adopted 
Senator Dirksen’s motion to recommit the dispersal bill to the Com- 
mittee on Public Works. 

In the House, the Subcommittee on Public Buildings and Grounds 
of the Public Works Committee held hearings during February 1951 
on H. R. 1728, the dispersal bill introduced by Mr. Buckley. The bill 
was not recommended to the full committee. Mr. Trimble then intro- 
duced a new bill in April 1951, H. R. 3696, on which there has been no 
action to date. 

In view of the impasse which developed on the dispersal program, 
the decentralization feature was extracted and embodied in a new bill 
with certain changes. At the time I introduced this bill in the House 
and Senator McClellan introduced it in the Senate, there was con- 
siderable pressure on the General Services Administration to locate 
office space for Government agencies that were rapidly expanding in 
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the defense-mobilization effort. The General Services Administrator 
and the Bureau of the Budget representatives can enlighten us as to 
whether or not there has been an easing of pressure for Government 
space requirements. In any event, the subcommittee may want to 
consider the decentralization bill in the light of possible action by the 
Committees on Public Works in both Houses in regard to dispersal. 
The two programs are closely related and are part of the over-all ob- 
jective of reducing congestion within the District and improving the 
security of Government facilities. 

Individuals or representatives of groups opposed to the decentral- 
ization bill have asked for an opportunity to be heard. We will hear 
as many as time permits, but will have to ask some of the witnesses to 
file their statements for inclusion in the printed record of the hearings. 
We will also hear representatives of the General Services Administra- 
tion and the: Bureau of the Budget on the various bills before the 
subcommittee. 

(H. R. 4823, H. R. 4728, H. R. 4924, S. 1621, and S. 1623 appear on 
pp. 2-6 of the first day’s hearings. ) 

(The Senate bills referred to, S. 2137 and S. 2251, are as follows:) 


[S. 2137, 82d Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as 
amended, to authorize the Administrator of General Services to enter into lease-purchase 
agreements to provide for the lease to the United States of real property and structures 
for terms of more than eight years but not in excess of twenty-five years and for 
acquisition of title to such properties and structures by the United States at or before 
the expiration of the lease terms, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, as amended, is further amended by— 

(a) redesignating sections 211 and 212 thereof as sections 212 and 213, 
respectively, and wherever such section numbers appear in such Act as 
amended, they are amended to conform to redesignation prescribed by this 
subsection : 

(b) inserting in the table of contents appearing in the first section of such 
Act as amended, immediately after the line in which “Sec. 210” appears, the 
following: 

“Sec. 211. Lease-purchase agreements.” ; and 

(c) inserting, immediately after section 210 of the Act as amended, the 

following new section: 


“LEASE-PURCHASE AGREEMENTS 


“Sec. 211. (a) Whenever the Administrator determines that (1) the needs 
for space for the permanent activities of the Federal Government in any par- 
ticular area cannot be satisfied hy utilization of any existing property suitable 
for the purpose then owned by the Government and (2) the best interests of the 
United States will be served by taking action hereunder, he is hereby authorized 
to obtain and provide space for the accommodation of activities of the Govern- 
ment, both in and outside of the District of Columbia, within the continental 
limits of the United States, including, with the approva] of the Postmaster Gen- 
eral, activities of the Post Office Department, by negotiating and entering into 
lease-purchase agreements the terms of which shall not be less than eight or more 
than twenty-five years and which shall provide in each case that title to the 
property shall vest in the United States at or before the expiration of the lease- 
hold term and upon fulfillment of the terms and conditions stipulated in each of 
such lease-purchase agreements. Such terms and conditions shall include 
provision for the application to the purchase price agreed upon therein of rental 
payments made thereunder. 
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“(b) The Administrator is authorized to exercise the powers granted in this 
section with respect to existing properties, including those for which conversions, 
additions, extensions, or remodeling may be required, and properties upon which 
construction is to be subsequently effected in pursuance of the terms of applicable 
lease-purchase agreements. 

“(¢) The Administrator is authorized to enter into agreements, with any per 
son, copartnership, corporation, or other public or private entity, to effectuate 
any of the purposes of this section; and is further authorized to bring about 
the development and improvement of any land owned by the United States and 
under the control of the General Services Administration, including the demoli- 
tion of obsolete and outmoded structures situate thereon, by providing for the 
construction thereon by others of such structures and facilities as shall be the 
subject of the applicable lease-purchase agreement. 

“(d) Each such lease-purchase agreement shall include such provisions as 
the Administrator, in his discretion, shall deem to be in the best interests of 
the United States and appropriate to secure the performance of the obligations 
imposed upon the party or parties that shall enter into such agreement with 
the United States: Provided, That no such agreement may provide for the pay 
ment by the United States in ptrsuance of the terms thereof of moneys in an 
aggregate annual atount in excess of 15 per centum of the appraised fair market 
value of the property at the date of the lease-purchase agreement, or in the case 
of property where construction shall not have been completed at that date, in 
excess of 15 per centum of the fair market value at the date of completion of 
such construction 

“(er No proposed lease-purchase agreement shall be executed under this 
section until it has been submitted to and approved by the Committee on Ex 
penditures in the Executive Departments of the Senate and the Comittee on 
Expenditures in the Executive Departments of the House of Representatives. 
“(f) Funds now or hereafter available for the paymeut of rent and related 
charges for premises, whether appropriated directly to the General Services 
Administration or to any other agency of the Government and received by said 
Administration for such purpose, may be utilized by the Administrator to make 


payments becoming due from time to time from the United States as current 
charges in connection with agreements entered into under authority of this 
Act: Provided, That no such funds may be expended for acquisition of title to 


the property covered by any such agreement prior to the expiration of the lease 
hold term specified therein (whether by exercise of option to purchase or other 
wise) in the absence of spec ifie appre priation of funds for such a ( lisition, which 
appropriations are hereby authorized. 

“(g¢) (1) Section 302 (¢) of this Act and section 555 of the Revised Statutes, 
as amended (50 U.S. C. 175), shall apply to lease-purchase agreements executed 
under this Act, except that any such agreement may be executed and placed in 
effect after request for but prior to receipt of an opinion of the Attorney General 
With respect to the validity of title to the property described therein 


(2) Except as provided by paragraph (1), sections $734 and 3736 of the 
Revised Statutes, as amended (40 U, 8. C. 259; 41 U.S. C. 14); section 1 of the 
Act of Mareh 5, S77 (19 Stat. 370; 40 U.S. C. 354) : section 4 of the Act of June 


14, 1946 «60 Stat. 257, as amended: 40 U. S. C. 304 : section 407 of the Act 
of June 16, 1949 (65 Stat. 199; 40 U. S.C. Supp. 57a); and any other provision 
of law relating to the acquisition of real property, construction of buildings, or 
leasing of space, shall not apply to lease-purchase agreements executed under 
this Act 

“(h) This section may be cited as the ‘Federal Lease-Vurchase Act of 1051'.” 


[S. 2251, 82d Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as 
amended, to authorize the decentralization of certain Government personnel, and for 
other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Conyress assembled, That section 210 (e) of the Federal Property 

and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (Public Law 152, Eighty-first Congress), 
us amended, is amended to read as follows: 

“(e) (1) In the performance of his functions with respect to the management, 
assignment, and reassignment of space in buildings for use by executive agencies, 
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the Administrator is authorized, in accordance with policies and directives pre- 
scribed by the President under section 205 (a), after consultation with heads of 
the executive agencies affected, and upon a determination by the Administrator 
that assignment or reassigument is advantageous to the Government in terms of 
economy, efficiency, or national security, to assign and reassign space of all 
executive agencies in Government-owned or leased buildings in and outside the 
District of Columbia without regard to any other provision of law relating to the 
physical location either (a) of any executive agency or (b) of performance of 
its functions 

“(2) The Administrator is directed to provide on a permanent basis for a net 
reduction of not less than fifty thousand in the number of positions in the execu- 
tive agencies existing and located on the effective date of this Act in the District 
of Columbia or in any place within twenty air miles from the White House. Such 
reduction shall be accomplished by the permanent transfer of positions in such 
number to places not Jess than one hundred and fifty air miles from the White 
House, except that the Administrator is anthorized to transfer to places more 
than twenty but less than one hundred and fifty air miles from the White House 

“(A) not more than fifty positions of any executive agency ; and P 
“(B) such additional numbers of positions in any one executive agency as 
lay be approved prior to the transfer by the Committee on Expenditures in 
the Executive Departments of the Senate and the Committee on Expenditures 
in the Executive Departments of the House of Representatives 
Not less than one-quarter of such reduction shall be accomplished within one 
vear, not less than one-half within two years, and the entire reduction within 
three years after the effective date of this paragraph. During said period of 
three years the Administrator shall not provide space within the area enclosed 
by a circle having its ceuter at the White House and a radius of twenty air miles 
for more than fifteen thousand new positions (other than positions within the 
postal field service) created in the executive branch after the effective date of 
this Act. All executive agencies shall cooperate fully with the Administrator in 
carrying out the purposes of this section. The Administrator is further author 
ized and directed to demolish temporary buildings constructed by the Federal 
Government immediately prior to and during World War IL at any place within 
twenty air miles from the White House at such time as they can be vacated by 
reason of the decentralization of Government positions as hereinabove provided 
The Administrator is authorized to expend in accomplishing the purposes of this 
subsection any funds available for the performance of his functions, or any 
portion thereof, with respect to the procurement and management of space in, 
and the operation, mainrenanece, and protection of, Government owned and leased 
buildings.” 

Sec. 2. Whenever an agency, in whole or in part, is required under paragraph 
(2) of section 210 (e) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949, as amended, to move to another location, only such furniture and furnish 
ings as the Administrator of General Services shall determine cannot more 
economically and efficiently be made available by General Services Administra- 
tion at the new location shall be moved. Remaining furniture and furnishings 
shall promptly be reported as excess property. 

Passed the Senate October 19 (legislative day, October 1), 1951. 

Attest: 

LESLIE BIrre_e, Secretary, 


Mr. Houiriecp. We will take up first H. R. 4728, the so-called decen- 
tralization bill, for consideration. 

I understand that we have a representative of the Bureau of the 
Budget here, Mr. Roger W. Jones. Will you please take the stands 
Mr. Jones 
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STATEMENT OF ROGER W. JONES, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR FOR 
LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET; ACCOM- 
PANIED BY SAM R. BROADBENT, ASSISTANT TO CHIEF OF DIVI- 
SION OF ESTIMATES AND ACTING ASSISTANT TO THE DIRECTOR 
ON LEGISLATIVE MATTERS, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET; AND LEO 
C. MARTIN, CONSULTANT TO THE BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 


Mr. Jones. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, may I ask your permis- 
sion, Mr. Chairman, to have Mr. Broadbent and Mr. Martin, also, sit 
up at the table, since they may be in a position to help with the ques- 
tions that the subcommittee has. 

For the record, my name is Roger W. Jones. I am the Assistant 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget in charge of the legislative 
functions of that Bureau. 

There are associated with me here today before the subcommittee 
Mr. Sam R. Broadbent, Assistant to the Director on a good many 
legislative matters, and also Assistant Chief of the Estimates Divi- 
sion who has been in charge of the work that we have done in this 
general field. 

Also here is Mr. Leo C. Martin, now retired, formerly Assistant 
Director of the Bureau in charge of the Division of Estimates, who is 
consulting with us on all of the problems of decentralization, dis- 
persal and related activties. 

I would like to ask your permission, Mr. Chairman, to read into 
the record the Director’s letter to you of yesterday. It isa short letter 
and if I may, sir, I would like to read it for the benefit of the hearing. 

Mr. Houirretp. That may be done. 

Mr. Jones. The letter reads as follows: 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 18, 1952 
Hon. CHET HOLIFIELD, 
Chairman, Executive and Legislative Reorganization Subcommittee, 
Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
New House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Hovwirtetp: In response to your request for the views of the 
Bureau of the Budget with respect to S. 2251, now pending before your com- 
mittee, I am authorized to adivse you that its enactment, at this time, would not 
be in accord with the program of the President for the following reasons: 

First, over the past year and a half this office has cooperated with other 
Federal agencies in an intensive study of possible alternatives for alleviating 
the critical office space situation at the seat of Government and for so locating 
agencies of the Government as to insure maximum security without undue loss 
of efficiency in Government operations. The results of this study convince us 
that the possibilities of permanent and effective decentralization of activities 
at a considerable distance from Washington were at first overestimated and that 
no mandatory decentralization program would accomplish its purposes without 
serious loss of efficiency. Government programs are not static and interrelation- 
ships between them change frequently and often rapidly with resulting needs 
for reorganization and relocation. 

Second, the General Services Administration has found it increasingly difficult 
to obtain large blocks of satisfactory office space in other metropolitan centers 
around the country. For this reason little effective decentralization could be 
undertaken unless the Federal Government embarked upon an extensive build- 
ing program or unless the Congress should enact authority which would permit 
the acquisition of existing buildings through long-time lease or purchase, or the 
construction of buildings under lease-purchase agreements. It is also doubtful 
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whether the transfer to other communities of large numbers of employees, to- 
gether with their families, could be effectively carried out until adequate housing 
could be made available. 

Third, and most important, dispersal of key agencies within a reasonable dis- 
tance of Washington would provide better security than decentralization to other 
congested metropolitan areas. Such dispersal would, in the event of attack 
upon the United States, also insure much better continuity of operations which 
must be closely coordinated for the successful prosecution of a war effort. 

Under any-conditions short of total war we believe that the Federal employ- 
ment situation in the metropolitan area has been largely stabilized and that 
foreseeable fluctuations will create no highly critical office space situations. 
This does not mean, however, that the very dangerous situation of overconcen- 
tration in the downtown area has been alleviated or that even under normal 
conditions the hazard of continued occupation of World War II temporary build- 
ings should be permitted. To meet this situation the President, in his 1953 
budget message, has strongly recommended the immediate enactment of a modi- 
fied dispersal program which would at least make it possible to vacate the 
temporary firetraps which now must be used. The text of the section of the 
budget message dealing with dispersal of Government activities, quoted from 
page M-—76 of the budget, is attached as an appendix to this letter. 

In furtherance of the President’s recommendations, the Bureau recommends 
that action upon §S. 2251 be deferred by your committee until such time as the 
Congress has had opportunity to consider dispersal legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 
F. J. Lawton, Director. 

Enclosure: Excerpt from budget message— 

The quotation from the budget message is also quite short, Mr. 
Chairman, and with your permission I would like to read it also. 

Mr. Houirietp, You may proceed. 

Mr. Jones (reading) : 


[Excerpt from budget message (p. M-76)] 


Dispersal of Government activities —Last year I recommended a program for 
the dispersal of essential units of Government in the vicinity of the District of 
Columbia in the interest of security and reduction of congestion in the metro- 
politan area. 

The Public Works Committee of the Senate, after extensive hearings and 
deliberations, reported a bill providing for the construction of a limited number 
of Federal buildings outside of but in the vicinity of and accessible to the 
District of Columbia, the construction of a circumferential highway outside of 
the boundaries of the District of Columbia, and the permanent decentralization 
of units of Government which could operate at distant locations without signifi- 
eant loss of efficiency. I am in full accord with the objectives set forth in the 
bill and the accompanying committee report. 1 am convinced that any program 
which fails to place primary emphasis on dispersal to nearby areas would not 
be in the interest of security, efficient administration, or good area planning. 

Subsequent review of that part of the program involving dispersal has led to 
the conclusion that presently owned Government land should be used as sites 
for necessary buildings and facilities, with resulting economy. This budget 
includes $15 million as a preliminary estimate of the amount needed in the 
fiscal year 1953. I strongly urge approval of this modified program. 

At this point, Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask whether the com- 
mittee would prefer to proceed by interrogation or whether you would 
like to have me expand on two or three points that I am prepared to 
speak to a little further. 

Mr. Hoirmetp. Your testimony and the budget letter is on Senate 
bill 2251 which is the companion bill of H. R. 4728 ¢ 

Mr. Jones. That, Mr. Chairman, was because of a misunderstanding 
on our part as to which bill you were going to take up. 

The President’s position and the Director’s letter are equally appli- 
cable to H. R. 4728. 








44 FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES ACT 


Mr. Houtrretp. They are duplicates with some minor differences ¢ 

Mr. Jones. In one part you have a different bill, a separate bill on 
some things which are included in the Senate bill. 

Mr. Hoirreip. The Senate bill has a small section too on furniture, 
which is a part of Mr. Brown’s bill. 

Mr. Jones. That is right. 

Mr. Heurerevp. That is in it, whereas the House bill does not have 
that. Your remarks are equally applicable to H. R. 4728 and Senate 
bill 2251? 

Mr. Jones. That is correct. 

Mr. Houtrtevp. I think it would be all right for you to expand on 
some of those points, if you wish, to make clear the concept as be- 
tween your Bureau of the Budget dispersal program and the decen- 
tralization program. 

Mr. Jones. In the first place, Mr. Chairman, at the risk of repeat- 
ing to the members of the committee definitions of concept that I am 
sure are very well understood, I would like to make this difference: 
Dispersal as it has come to be defined embraces the concept of the 
location within a reasonable distance of the seat of government, that is, 
the District of Columbia, and its immediate environs like Suitland 
and Bethesda, of additional units of space which would make it possi- 
ble to provide much better security for employees and records and 
functions in the event of an atomic attack upon the capital. 

The concept of decentralization involves the permanent removal 
from the seat of government units which could operate successfully at 
other points in the country, and by “at other points.” we mean way 
away from Washington. 

I think it would be both appropriate and fair to admit perfectly 
frankly that the Congress, perhaps, could criticize the executive 
branch for having shifted its position somewhat in this fiel l and not 
having stayed with a program first suggested, now about 314 years ago. 

There are, however, reasons for that shift of position. We sincerely 
believe that they are honest reasons, and that they will be accepted by 
the Congress as honest reasons for a shift in position. 

In the first place, we have come to know a great deal more about 
ehemy potential for attack than we knew some time ago. That in- 
creased knowledge of the possibility of successful attack upon the 
United States made if necessary for us to reconsider our concepts of 
the amount of security that could be obtained by moving operations 
away from Washington to other cities around the country. 

In shortest summary, we came to the conclusion that any future 
enemy of the United States possessing the atomic bomb would prob- 
ably have enough atomic bombs to make it possible to attack not just 
one or two targets, but a number of targets. mee, seep 7 ntly, we 
now feel and I think with reason, on the basis of : at deal of evi- 
dence which I am not at liberty to discuss in an joted yore ing, that the 
original concept of greater security through decentralization is prob- 
ably outworn. 

The events of the past few years have overtaken the circumstances 
in which that concept was first advanced. 

Second, when we first started working on this problem we had 
before us only the experience of World War IT in a decentralization 
program. That experience, the more we tested it, the more certain 
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we came to feel was not entirely typical and presented problems which 
should not be deliberately created again. 

We had to decentralize last time because of the very rapid growth 
of war organizations here in Washington. 

And we furthermore realized that the obvious thing to do was to 
take agencies which did not have to be here under concepts as we 
saw them and move them out with a reasonable assurance that some 
day they could come back. 

Three things have happened in the past decade, however, which 
perhaps have made a basic impact upon that general kind of a phil- 
osophy. 

In the first place we are not today actually at war in the all-out 
sense of the word. We are in a cold war, yes, and we know it, and it 
has a very deep impact. 

Mr. Horrman. So far as I am concerned you might just as well 
forget that, that we are not in war, all-out. 

Go ahead, pardon me for interrupting you, but that is it. 

Mr. Jones. The kind of thing that people are willing to do in a 
full wartime situation, generally it has been our experience that the 
country is not willing to do eg By that I mean that it is quite 
conceivable that if we were engaged in an actual death struggle, an 
all-out kind of war with our only potential enemy, we would find that 
the General Services Administration would have far less difficulty in 
obtaining satisfactory blocks of space elsewhere around the country. 

We would have to curtail many kinds of activities that we are now 
able to continue in the limited type of a mobilization sort of thing that 
we are now In. 

The next thing which I think has happened in the last decade that 
you have to take into account is the fact that a very considerable 
amount of decentralization has taken place in Government activities. 

I am not prepared to say whether I think this is a cyclical thing or 
not. There are some political scientists who claim that we have 
moved through definitely discernible cycles of centralization and 
decentralization of Federal activities since the Civil War. I am not 
sure of that, but I am relatively sure that an effective job of better 
organization of Government activities has taken place since the end of 
the war with the removal from Washington on a permanent basis of 
responsibility for the conduct of work and for the location of jobs 
which otherwise would be here. 

We were just totaling up here before the committee hearing began 
and there are probably in the neighborhood of a thousand of the jobs 
that we were talking about a year ago which have now been perma- 
nently decentralized away from Washington. 

The third thing and the final thing which, I think, has happened 
to change the attitude toward this in the last decade—I am sorry 
to seem to stumble, Mr. Chairman, it is a very difficult thing to reduce 
to simple language, but I think I can perhaps best state it this way. 
that the management techniques of Government have improved and 
a better understanding of how vou get things done in Government 
has come about largely as a result of our World War II experience 
and the concentration that has been made upon the better develop- 
ment of management techniques. That has very definitely opened 
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up new vistas, new horizons, new understandings and, certainly, new 
realizations that we cannot compartment: ulize any longer the kinds 
of things about which we used to say, “This is clean-cut,” and it has 
no day-to-day relationships with something else over here, and there- 
fore, you can think of it as a candidate for permanent operation 
somewhere other than in Washington. 

Mr. Hotirrerp. You mean by that in simple words that the in- 
terrelation of functions between the departments is such that you 
cannot separate them quite a distance with as much convenience as 
if they are close enough together so that they can have quick inter- 
change of conferences and telephone calls and so forth? 

Mr. Jones. That is the meaning I was trying to convey, Mr. Chair- 
man. You put it in better terms ‘than I was able to put it in myself. 

With respect to the balance of the Director's letter and the points 
which are made in it, I would like to make not one disclaimer, but 
simply one reservation for General Services Administration. 

This letter refers to the fact that General Services Administration 
found it difficult to get adequate space to support a decentralization 
program. The General Services Administration will speak to that. 

With respect to the other points that are made in this paragraph, 
I would like at this time to indicate on behalf of the Bureau our 
support of and our strong recommendation that the Congress take 
favorable action upon the lease-purchase legislation which is also 
before this committee. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. I would like you to remain to testify on that, but 
I do not want to get them mixed up right now. 

Mr. Jones. I do not want to, either, sir, except insofar as I want 
to bring it into this particular picture. 

With lease-purchase legislation on the books I think, over a period 
of time and within a very careful framework of review within the 
executive branch and review by the Congress as we go along, it 
would probably be possible to bring about the permanent decentraliza- 
tion of more functions which are now carried on in Washington. 
But that is not something which in our judgment should be done 
on a “quickie” basis in the hope or belief that everything will work 
out all right or that these people can eventually come back here. 

With respect to dispersal itself we have the situation in which that 
measure was brought to hearing by another committee. And we 
in the executive branch, of course, are not sure how much the mem- 
bers of this committee may have followed the record of what took 
place before the Public Works Committee. I do not feel that it would 
be fair, in view of your schedule, to attempt completely to reconstruct 
those hearings or to summarize what took place. I would prefer 
simply to confine myself to two points. 

One point I think I referred to by implication a little earlier. 

The concept of dispersal as opposed to decentralization, also has 
shifted somewhat since the fall of 1948 when we first started working 
on it. Part of that is simply a mechanical change in the concept of 
the size of the establishment that we needed. 

Part of it comes about for another reason. And that is, perhaps, 
almost so simple as to seem a little bit ludicrous. 

The more we get to know about the possibilities of future war, in 
the light of the development of new weapons, the more we come to 
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believe that the very closest kind of coordination of Government activ- 
ities is going to have to be available in order not only to strike back, 
but to meet these very rapidly changing shifts which future war may 
bring to us. 

For that reason we believe that dispersal is now a better concept, 
assuming that there is no complete protection anywhere available 
against atomic weapons. Dispersal in one area will provide, perhaps, 
a greater degree of protection than too much decentralization. 

It may be a little bit hard to follow, but perhaps the basic reason 
is this: I think we can now safely assume that practically every major 
metropolitan area of the United States is, first of all, within reach 
of the intercontinental bomber, and, second, it has within it the 
targets which are just as attractive as the Capital itself. In fact, 
some of those targets would be even more attractive, perhaps, than 
the Capital itself. 

You can all imagine how an enemy would feel if he could knock 
out pretty completely large sections of cities like Detroit and Pitts- 
burgh and Denver and San Francisco and Portland and Seattle. 
Those are the very cities to which we would have to send agencies, 
if we supported a large decentralization program. 

You just do not have the kind of a set-up, communicationwise, road- 
wise, relationships with other Government agencies, location of their 
field offices, and so forth, that would make it possible or practicable 
to pick up major Government functions and move them to our smaller 
cities, the cities of, perhaps 10 to 20 or 30,000. 

No. 1, the cities do not want them. 

No. 2, there is no space for them. 

No. 3, there are none of the supporting facilities to take them. 

Mr. Horrman. Right there, may I interrupt you? Would you 
not have to do any more building in those areas to which you just re- 
ferred than you would right around here? Would you? 

Mr. Jones. No; I do not think you would have to do any more 
building in the net, Mr. Hoffman. 

Mr. Horrman. The only difference would be the difficulty of com- 
munications; would it not? 

Mr. Jones. Communications and all of the supporting services 
which, also, present problems in dispersal, of course. 

Mr. Horrman. Pardon me. 

Mr. Jones. That factor has come home with more and more sledge 
hammer kinds of blows to many of us who have been thinking and 
working on this problem. 

In fact, there is a certain rough kind of balancing here in attrac- 
tiveness of target that is most important to consider. An enemy 
with a limited stock of unconventional weapons would be far more 
interested in expending at least some part of those on our Pittsburghs 
and our Detroits and our Bridgeports and our Dallases than they 
would to concentrate the same number of bombs in order to com- 
pletely blot out the metropolitan area of Washington. There is noth- 
ing that is too potentially dangerous in terms of quickly winning a 
war about the nerve center for the direction of that war. 

Those of us here in Washington in the executive branch, and, in 
fact, the Congress itself, as Gen. George Patton once put it, do not 
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have the function of killing the enemy. It is our function to direct 
all of the rest of the extremely complex organization of the Federal 
Government that is designed to produce the weapons, to produce the 
men, train the men who do kill the enemy. 

Consequently, we believe that we would attain a much greater de- 
gree of protection by dispersal beyond the potential range of any one 
or two or even three bombs scattered over the Washington area than 
to go in for a decentralization program that would require us to go into 
downtown areas of other prime target cities. The advantage of lo- 
cating in the outlying area in another city would be completely out- 
weighed by the loss of communication and the loss of control that 
would be occasioned by such a move. 

That, in brief, encompasses, Mr. Chairman, an attempt to show you 
the change in our thinking that has come about, except on two other 
factors in both of which we have changed conditions. 

First of all, the first dispersal program that was proposed to the 
Congress did not assume the use of Government-owned land in the 
immediate area of Washington, partly because some of It was con- 
sidered to be too close in and partly because the agencies which owned 
that land had grave doubts about its availability for oflice-building 
purposes. 

That situation, to a certain extent, has changed. And I do think 
that it would be possible now to obtain the rather ready concurrence 
of the other departments in the utihzation for offices purposes of blocks 
of land which the Federal Government owns and has owned for a 
long time. That, | believe, would be of very considerable importance 
to some of the local interests in the outlying counties who feared and, 
I think, with a good deal of reason, that the removal of large acreages 
from the tax base of those counties, would have a deleterious effect and 
would result in additional demands upon them for services, for 
churches, for stores, for schools, for lighting, for sewage disposal, 
and what have you, that they were not prepared to supply, or immedi 
ately to defray construction costs on. Ultimately, they might pick up 
a return in the form of additional taxes after people moved their 
homes out to the general vicinity of where they worked. 

Finally, as I think I have indicated by indirection several times, as 
we have gone along we have lowered our sights somewhat on the total 
numbers of persons that it would he Imperative to get in the disperses 
areas in the near future, assuming that we do not go to war on an 
overnight basis. 

That has been brought about by two factors, the first purely mechan- 
ical. The employment situation in Washington, we believe, has 
largely stabilized. Future additions in employment can be met by 
General Services Administration without having all of the troubles 
that we earlier anticipated when, quite frankly, we anticipated a larger 
employment in Washington than has come about as the result of this 
prograth. 

Mr. Houtrirecp. But that does not take into consideration the elimi- 
nation of the temporary buildings in the Mall? 

Mr. Jones. No: that was the final point that | wanted to make, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Horrman. Does the coming election have any bearing on that 


decision ¢ 
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Mr. Jones. To the best of my knowledge, Mr. Hoffman, it does not. 

Mr. Horrman. What else is there in the air that makes you think 
now there will be fewer Federal employees ¢ 

Mr. Jones. I think we overestimated our needs. 

Mr. Horrman. You just overestimated ¢ 

Mr. Jones. I think when we first went into this Korean emergency 
we overestimated the needs which would be created in the metropolitan 
area of Washington. 

Mr. Horrman. I had the impression, I guess from what I read ia 
the press, we were still taking on additional numbers of Federal em- 
ployees. Am I incorrect ¢ 

Mr. Jones. We are, but by and large they are not here. 

Mr. Horrman. How is that ¢ 

Mr. Jones. They are not here, sir. They are in the field. 

Mr. Horrman. They are not in Washington ? 

Mr. Jones. No, sir. 

Functions which in World War IT we carried an in Washington, now 
because of improved techniques that have been developed over the 
vears since World War II, and from the experience we got in World 
Ww ar LI, we are conducting outside of Washington. 

fr. Horrman. That isa sort of dispersal program, in effect I mean ¢ 

Mr. Jones. It is a management decentralization program; yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. The only difference between decentralization and 
dispersal, as I get it from your testimony, is one of miles 4 

Mr. Jones. It is one of miles: that is correct, s 

Mr. Horrman. I did not mean to interrupt you, pardon me. 

Mr. Jones. We eannoft, and I do not believe we should. close ow ‘Ves 
to the situation that exists in these temporary buildings. 

I am perfectly willing to admit, from my own personal observation, 
that they do not look so bad on the outside. They may not look so 
bad when you actually walk down the corridors of them. 

The point that I want to make and one which Tam sure Mr. Reynolds 
and the other General Services Administration representatives will 
concur in and, probably, make even more forcefully than I do, is that 
they have no substantial element of protection whatsoever even against 
conventional weapons. 

The ordinary 500-pound World War IT type bomb, falling any- 
where near one of our World War IT temporaries, would completely 
demolish it. They are nothing except paper and 2 by 4's and ordinary 
planking. That is something which we cannot overlook. 

Secondly and finally, as war and concepts of war get more complex, 
the need for protection of records, the need for, in many instances, 
duplicate sets of records has become so critical that we have very 
grave fears about what would happen to records in these temporary 
buildings which we have had to continue to use to the extent of occu- 
pancy by about oe 100 people if those records were lost. 

Incidentally, because you can always shore up a whole building, 
it seldom completely falls down, the buildings are definitely outliving 
their normal span of life. They were hastily built of rather inferior 
materials, And if they are to be kept in operation at the great risk of 
fire and other potential dangers that are in the picture I suspect that 
rehabilitation costs would very rapidly approach a very major segment 
of what it would cost to pour some concrete buildings far enough 
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out to give us some protection and get rid of these things. But on that 
I am out of my field; that is Mr. Reynolds’ field, sir. 

Mr. Houirmeip. Thank-you, Mr. Jones. Do you have any questions, 
Mr. Hoffman? 

Mr. Horrman. I have some. 

Mr. Horirrevp. Just go right ahead. 

Mr. Horrman. In any questions which may be put by me and which 
carry the word “you”, unless specifically stated otherwise or the situ- 
ation so indicates, I merely mean your department or some agency in 
the Government and not you personally. We will start with that. 

Mr. Jones. I understand that, Mr. Hoffman. 

Mr. Horrman. Is not the system put up by the chain stores an evi- 
dence of the efficiency and economy and an example of efficiency and 
economy in operation ¢ 

Mr. Jones. I am not sure that I understand the question. 

Mr. HorrmMan. We used to have grocery stores scattered all over. 
Now we have a smaller number of groceries, meat-market stores of 
that kind, and it applies to the drug-store business, too, which are cen- 
tralized. Does not that system give us economy and efficiency ¢ 

Mr. Jones. My answer to that would be, “Yes.” 

Mr. Horrman. And then, on the other hand, in the motor industry 
we have things decentralized. I mean, for example, much to the sur- 
prise of some of us we learned that Mack trucks, that is, that com- 
pany, does not make trucks. They just send out in the country and 
get the parts and put them together. Reo does that to a large extent. 
General Motors itself follows that. policy. 

Are those instances and examples cf decentralization / 

Mr. Jones. In applying either of those analogies to the Government 
structure of the executive branch I think you could draw some pretty 
close parallels. 

Mr. HorrmMan. You see where that leaves some of us. No one would 
think of going along now without the chain-store grocery, and no one, 
I think, would venture to suggest that you would find a better system 
than that in the automobile industry, and in some others. 

Mr. Jones. No. 

Mr. Horrman. We do not know what to do, you see. Apparently, 
you do not know what.to do. 

Mr. Jones. No, I say that we have both, and we should continue 
both. 

Mr. Horrman. The only thing about that we can agree on is that 
neither dispersal nor decentralization calls for a quickie program ; 
does it? 

Mr. Jones. No. I do not think so. I think the decentralization 
program is not something we should do on a quickie basis. 

The dispersal program is something which, I think, we should think 
long and hard about deferring very much longer. 

In this kind of an age in which we live, Mr. Hoffman, it is very easy 
to become fatalistic and to assume that if the bomb strikes you might 
as well be under it as to be 3 or 4 miles away, but I still feel that the 
executive branch, the agencies responsible for this kind of planning, 
would be completely derelict in their duty if they did not continue 
to ask the Congress to consider this problem and to get these people 
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out, so that we have, at least, a minmium means of protecting them 
or a minimum chance of protecting them. 

I come back—excuse me—may I go on for just a minute? 

Mr. Horrman. Sure. 

Mr. Jones. To come back to your two illustrations, I think we have 
very direct analogies in the operation of the Federal Government. 

Mr. Horrman. Then which is the better, General Motors or what ? 

Mr. Jones. They are both needed, because they serve different pur- 
poses. 

Mr. Horrman. You cannot do them both at once. 

Mr. Jones. I think we can, sir, because decentralization is now 
going on all of the time. 

Mr. Horrman. I do not quite get that now. 

Mr. Jones. As I said earlier, under some of the lessons that we 
learned for the first time about management in the last 8 to 10 years, 
it has been possible to devise machinery under which you can make 
effective delegations of authority farther and farther out into the 
field and do the job adequately at the field level. 

Mr. Horrman. As I get it, the Treasury Department in the tax 
collecting, and the Veterans’ Administration, they have a degree of 
decentralization ; have they not? 

Mr. Jones. That is correct, sir, and to a very effective degree. 

Mr. Horrman. And from your experience—and this is personal— 
do you see any reason why, for example, the Veterans’ Administration 
could not be moved entirely out of Washington ? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir; I do. 

Mr. Horrman. What is it? 

Mr. Jones. The first and foremost reason is that I feel that what 
is done here in Washington is of such central importance to the Mem- 
hers of Congress and their constituencies, as well as having so many 
tie-ins with other executive branch programs, that we would find our- 
selves almost immediately recreating a Veterans’ Administration 
liaison office that would have pretty nearly as many people as the 
number we have here now. 

Mr. Horrman. Let us be practical about it. I received a letter from a 
veteran. I have one this morning. His case is being handled in 
Detroit. 

I contact Washington. It does not do me a bit of good until they 
write Detroit. 

Why should I not write Detroit direct for all of the veterans who 
live in Michigan, for example? 

Mr. Jones. I think that is all right. That was not the kind of thing 
that I was referring to, Mr. Hoffman. I was referring to the central 
planning and supervision of things like the veterans’ hospital pro- 
eram, the work on all of the veterans’ legislation—those require the 
presence of large numbers of people in Washington just to supply 
the necessary information on them. You have got to have the records 
here to back it up. 

Mr. Horrman. That is all right. When the veteran out in the dis- 
trict wants hospitalization at Detroit, in order to get it, if I contact 
Washington, all Washington does is to write Detroit, and pretty 
quickly I have a file, a thick one, but action must come through Detroit. 
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Mr. Jones. That is right, sir. That is the kind of decentralization 
that has gone on, and I think it is pretty effective. Your Detroit 
veterans are getting good service there. 

Mr. Horrman. So you say. 

Mr. Jones. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Horrman. The ones that write me would not be writing, if they 
were. 

Mr. Jones. I do not know. 

Mr. Horrman. I do not know the percentage. 

Mr. Jones. By and large, 1 think the attitude has been that they 
have gotten better service under decentralization than when it had 
to go through Washington. 

Mr. Horrman. We do not hear from the ones that are satisfied. 

Mr. Jones. That is true. That is one of the penalties of being in 
Congress, is it not, sir? 

Mr. Horrman. Some of us here, and your humble servant in particu- 
lar, are rather skept ical of the testimony that comes from the agencies 
and departments here, not because we do not like the witnesses per- 
sonally or because we do not credit them with both knowledge and 
efliciencv—and this will get it through to you—in this room in 1947, 
Mr. Holifield will remember, I do not know whether Mr. Blatnik was 
here or not—we had the experts on the unification bill which was going 
to centralize the buying—-do you remember / 

Mr. Hourrieitp. I remember. 

i Ir. Hor PFMAN. And we were told by the experts and bv the other 
departments that if we would just pass that bill that would straighten 
out the problem, that is, the buying problems of the armed services. 

Well. from what I read again in the press and that is where I vet 
what little I know it has not st raightened it out at all. In fact. the 
situation seems to be worse. 

I have difficulty in know ing whether you want or W hether you ncdvo- 
cate disperal. I think you do. 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horr AN. Toa limited degree. 

Mr. Jones. I do. 

Mr. Horrman. But not decentralization ? 

Mr. Jones. That is correct, not a mandatory basis. I am perfectly 
willing to say right here and now for the record, Mr. Hoffman, that 
the agencies who would have to pick out the people to go could not 
today or in 30 days from now give you a list of 5,000 positions which 
could be effect ively and economically moved out of Washington. They 
could not do it. 

Mr. Horrman. I cannot understand why they made this terrific mis- 
take of putting the Pentagon over here then where one bomb could get 
them. 

Mr. Jones. The Pentagon would like very much to disperse, sir, but 
it would not like to decentralize. 

Mr. Horrman. What do you mean now—let us see—wait a minute— 
disperse—what do you mean—just scatter them around over Virginia 
and Maryland and the adjoining territory ¢ 

Mr. Jones. That is correct. 

Mr. Horrman. It would be mighty nice to live down on the bay 
and spend a couple of hours coming up to the Pentagon and going 
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back, but I do not see how you are going to get much work done that 
way; in other words, how are you going to get efficiency, if it is neces- 
sary to have them all under, say, one roof and still give them protec 
tion which you think they ought to have ¢ 

Mr. Jones. 1 am not saying that they should be under one roof, 
Mr. Hoffman. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, in one area then. 

Mr. Jones. | think that we simply expand what we have already 
tried and what has worked. I do not believe there has been any loss 
of efficiency, in fact. lL am sure that the efliciency of the Census Bureau 
has inereased since it was removed to Suitland some 6 or 7 miles away 
from the Department of Commerce building. 

Mr. Horrman. The argument in favor of dispersal, as I get it, is 
that it would remove those people from the danger of destruction. 

Mr. Jones. That is correct: w ithout loss of control over them. 

Mr. Horreman. If you are going to send them down into Virginia 
or Maryland somewhere, are you going to have to work in the 
Pentagon ¢ 

Mr. JONI S. No. 

Mr. Hor FMAN,. How are they going Lo be in close contact which 
you say is necessary then, unless the Government is to establish a 
communication system, telephones, or something ¢ 

Mr. Jones. That is contemplated, sir, in this program. 

Mr. Horrman. That is fine, if you are eoing to do that. I cannot 
see why you cannot move some of these agencies 500 or 600 miles 
away as well as 15 or 20 miles. For instance, on production, the 
Ordnance Department in the armed services, much of that is in De- 
troit more is out In California. Hf you have means of communica- 
tion, why can they not stay out there as well as 20 or 30 miles down 
in an adjoining State’ The manufacturing facilities for Ordnance 
are in California and in Michigan and in other centers, Dayton, and 
SO Ol, 

Mr. Jones. There are three factors involved. One of them is the 
very communications thing you mentioned, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. If you have a private wire all the way through—and, 
apparently, the Government is going to want everything, anyway 
or you have the walkie-talkie, or whatever you eall it. why cannot 
the admiral call up the captain out in Detroit and say, “This is what 
it is.’ and he ean tell him back. The Government has control of the 
air channels. 

Mr. Jones. No. 1, vou could not use radio for a good many kinds 
of things of that sort. 

No. 2, it costs a lot more money to have a country-wide communica- 
tion network. 

Mr. Horrman. Do not talk to me about money. And when I] Say 
that I am not discourteous. 

Mr. .Jones. No, but there again I have had about 12 vears in the 
Budget Bureau and we are a little bit conscious of the money prob- 
lem, too. 

Mr. Horrman. You are? 

Mr. JONES. Yes, sir. 

Mr. HorrMan. That is wonderful. That is the best news I have 
heard for a long while. 
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You spoke, too, about the people not doing now what they do in 
an all-out war. Maybe so, but just recently when so many of us have 
been home, we have heard plenty about what they are required to 
do. 

We have heard a great deal about that 20 percent of workers’ time 
and taxes and all of that, and the difficulty of getting enough to 
eat and wear, the way they want to. 

I think you are mistaken about the people not knowing that. They 
do not think this war is necessary. 

Mr. Jones. I meant both sides, Mr. Hoffman. I do not think it is 
as simple as that. If you are engaged in a struggle for national 
existence you get a certain amount of “misery loves company” kind 
of philosophy. 

Your Patent Office, not willingly but, nevertheless, in a spirit of 
sacrifice, was willing to go to Richmond. 

Mr. Horrman. Now they want to come back ? 

Mr. Jones. They would reject completely the concept that they 
should again voluntarily agree to leave Washington. They did come 
back. And in my judgment properly. 

I think that was the kind of thing that you do in all-out war. To 
a certain extent, it is like going without sugar or socks or shoes for 
your children. You do it in the national interest. And unless you are 
convineed it is in the national interest you do not want to do it 
voluntarily. 

Mr. Hourrrerp. On that point, does not the record show that the 
processing of patents slowed up considerably by that move? 

Mr. Jones. Well, it was not entirely because of the move. Yes, it 
did slow it up, but it was not entirely because of the move. 

Mr. Howirtenp. Was it because of the war effort ? 

Mr. Jones. Because of the war effort. The fact that the Patent 
Office had a large number of men in service, and so on. 

Mr. Houirtetp. What was your experience with the Rural Electri- 
fication Administration in its decentralization to St. Louis? 

Mr. Jones. By and large, it worked pretty well. There, again, 
without in any way seeming to pass the buck, sir, REA was one of the 
agencies that the Members of Congress wanted to have back here. 

Mr. Houtrterp. So as to be able to take up the problems directly ? 

Mr. Jones. To take up the problems. 

Mr. Houirretp. In their official capacity? 

Mr. Jones. Yes. And I suspect that there were received by us prob- 
ably better than 100 requests from individual Members of Congress 
to please bring REA back, that it was too hard to do business with 
them in St. Louis. That is one of the reasons they were one of the 
first ones to be back. 

Mr. Hourrrerp. I can see that it would be difficult for me to do busi- 
ness with the REA in St. Louis, but if we had a direct line to an REA 
set-up in Maryland or Virginia somewhere, why it would be quite a 
bit easier for me to do business that way than it would be at such a 
far distance, especially if there was an exchange of documents, and 
so forth. There would be some saving of time. And then if there were 
conferences between the REA officials and other departments of Gov- 
ernment it would be easier for them to come to the central point, either 
here in Washington or out there, for their conferences than it would 
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be if they were several hundred miles away. I can see that point. 

Mr. Horrman. I have one more question. Inasmuch as you favor 
dispersal at this time, to what extent and to what areas? 

Mr. Jones. The dispersal program which we would like the Con- 
gress to consider at the present time, Mr. Hoffman, would be the erec- 
tion of, probably, four buildings within a radius of roughly 20 miles 
of the zero-mile zone, preferably on Government-owned land, each 
building to have an immediate and permanent capacity of 5,000 em- 
ployees and be so designed that we could expand that capacity to take 

care of 10,000 under emergency conditions. 

Mr. Horrman. You are talking about a place for employees to 
work now ¢ 

Mr. Jones. That is correct. 

Mr. Horrman. What about a place to live, schools for their chil- 
dren, those two things ? 

Mr. Jones. There is the kind of thing in which you get a lag, unless 
the Federal Government went into the complete construction of new 
communities, which we would not, at least in the Budget Bureau, 
advocate. 

Mr. Horrman. Then vou leave those employees whose jobs you move 
out there at the mercy of what / 

Mr. Jones. Not entirely so, because our metropolitan area—— 

Mr. Horrman. You send me out here, you say how far, 20 miles to 
work ? 

Mr. Jones. Up to that: yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. All right. 

Mr. Jonres. Some would not. be that far. 

Mr. Horrman. With the number of Federal employees growing, 
of course there’would not be room here for all of us in W ashington. 

Mr. Jonrs. I think there will be, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Then you are going to build some more highways? 

Mr. Jones. That is correct. We want the circumferential highway. 
We would support that measure. It is needed for other purposes, but 
it is essential to dispersal. 

Mr. Horrman. Have you anything figured in that for the cost of 
that ? 

Mr. Jones. That highway would cost, approximately, $36,000,000. 

Mr. Horrman. That is in this total estimate / 

Mr. Jones. That is part of the whole program; yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. I thought you wanted $15,000,000 here for something. 

Mr. Jones. That is the starter, that is the beginning. 

Mr. Horrman. You have to get there, too, about the same time you 
are getting the buildings up. So there is $36,000,000 more? 

Mr. Jones. The $15,000,000 would be just the first-year cost. This 
thing cannot be done on an overnight basis. 

Mr. Horrman. Of course. Then you have got to let me live here, 
would you? 

Mr. Jones. No: I am saying this, sir, that I do not believe that the 
Government should go out here and build a brand new community. 

Mr. Horrman. Then I have got to get a real-estate dealer and a 
builder who will fix me a home out there—I have to get them ? 

Mr. Jones. If at the present time you live in Arlington and your 
agency is located at Fort Meade, you will start looking for a pli ice 
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in College Park or Meade Heights or Laurel or some nearby place like 
that. It will not happen at once, no, but in time you will find what 
you want and you will go. 

The new people who come in, it will be the problem of how you are 
going to house them, how close to their office space you can get them. 

We are not intending to convey the idea that we have all of those 
problems solved. We do not have them solved. But we feel that the 
dispersal program per se ts something which, by and large, the metro- 
politan area of Washington as it is now developed can handle. 

Mr. Horrman. Some of us dislike to start on the program until we 
can see somewhere near the end of it. Let me cite you this. Mr. Holi 
field will bear this out, because it has happened in California to a much 
larger extent than it has in Michigan. 

We have one small town in my district of, I guess, about 4,000. They 
brought in 2.600 workers for one factory. 

The wives and kids came with them which meant no housing, ho 
schools. And then after that employment dropped off. They are 
there vet. 

Do you think it would be right to put these employees out here to 
work 10, 20 miles without making some provision for their living and 
in some way to take care of the school children ¢ 

Mr. Jones. Except for the new ones, they are already here. They are 
sitting right here in Washington buildings today, in temporaries, in 
permanents, 

Mr. Broappent. Nearly one-half of them are living outside. 

Mr. Jones. It has grown to the point now where the city extends out 
15 to 20 miles from the zero zone. You find them in Falls Church and 
Fairfax, and so on. 

Mr. Horrman. | know that. 

Mr. Jones. But we do not believe in creating Federal towns, sir, at 
Federal expense. If, as the result of people’s desire to live within 5 
minutes of work, we create them in fact later on, at least the cost of 
building them will not have come from the Treasury. 

Mr. Hotutrievp. I think we are faced with a terrible problem, a 
problem of security for the nerve center of Government. And being 
on the Atomic Energy Committee, I have some of the knowledge of 
why this dispersal program is recommended. 

I realize the destructiveness of the new types of atomic weapons. It 
certainly is a thing that we all look at with a great deal of horror and 
fear, you might say, in an intelligent way. And it is going to be ex- 
pensive if we are going to give the people and the Government protec- 
tion in its function, 

This question of dispersal is not before our committee. Another 
committee will have to decide upon that point. 

I think maybe we might pass to the decentralization idea. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. May I ask a question 4 

Mr. Houirrevp. Yes. 

Mrs. CHurcu. As | understand it, you favor dispersal instead of 
decentralization, and you favor the dispersal solely on the ground of 
safety in case of war activities / 

Mr. Jones. Safety, better control, and, immediately, Jess cost. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Has the Bureau made a study of the relative cost of 
dispersal, rather than decentralization / 
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Mr. Jones. Only on a rough basis, but that rough basis is enough to 
convince us that the dispersal is the better deal from the point of view 
of cost. 

[If we could move into the cities of the count ry right away, into large 
blocks of unoccupied space, as We were able to do back in 1940, that 
would be a different matter. 

If we could go out and construct a building in Winnetka, Ill., for 
the same price today that we could construct one in 1959 or 1940 there 
might be some difference in the attitude. 

The other factor also is that we are convinced that this question of 
control is something that, perfectly frankly, we missed the boat on the 
first time. 

Mrs. Cuuren. In naming four buildings as the number, do you 
consider that merely as a start ¢ 

Mr. Jones. No. I would say this: that in the permanent develop- 
ment of the metropolitan area of Washington as the seat of govern- 
ment, and assuming that we are not going to continue to increase very 
radically the number of new functions that the Federal Government 
performs—— 

Mrs. Cuurcu. I hope that supposition is true. 

Mr. Jones. Federal employment will tend to stabilize here, and if 
we provided, in effect, replacement space for the temporary buildings, 
their housing capacity, somewhere between 40 to 50 thousand, I think 
it is generally our judgment in the Bureau that that would enable us 
to get the kind of a dispersal pattern and the kind of a focus of concen- 
tration of activities, the sort of thing that would be effective for the 
long pull. 

That does not mean that we may not ultimately want to build another 
building at Suitland, or that the development of the National Insti- 
tutes of Health at Bethesda, after the hospital program gets under 
way, will not require a new laboratory building or something of that 
kind. But by and large, I think and hope with some degree of con- 
viction, that the Federal employment situation at the seat of Govern- 
ment could be handled on a reasonably permanent basis under that 
concept. 

I will not say that will be the case in the event of all-out war. T do 
not think it would be. 

Mrs. Cuvuren. What would you envisage, then ? 

Mr. Jones. I do not know. We went up to what, the last time, Mr 
Reynolds ? 

Mr. Reynoups. 267,000, 

Mr. Jones. We estimated here a year or so ago that it might run 
up to, I believe, 270, and whether you could hold it there I just do 
not know. 

Mr. Houirterp. The staff obtained some figures that we might put 
into the record right on that point. They received these from the 
Civil Service Commission. 

Those figures indicated that 257,735 Federal Government employees 
were located in the District in July 1951, and there were 247,749 em 
ployed on December 31, 1951, showing a decline of almost 10.000 Fed- 
eral employees in the District since the middle of last year. 

Those are the figures we obtained from the Civil Service Commis- 
sion, so I believe that is an accurate statement. 
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Mr. Jones. Those figures are correct. 

Mr. Houtrte.p. On that point, it might be well for us to consider 
the fact that 90 percent of the employees of the Federal Government 
are located outside the metropolitan area of Washington now, so that 
we are actually considering in this program of either dispersal or 
decentralization 10 percent of the total Federal payroll. 

Mr. Jones. That is right. 

Last year we ran above 90 percent on a reasonably permanent basis, 
I think. 

There is one thing, I think, I neglected to make clear and should 
make clear in fairness and candor; that is, while the Budget Bureau 
and the administration generally do not want a mandatory decentrali- 
zation program that is measured in terms of 50,000 or even 25,000 as it 
now occurs in the bill pending before the Public Works Committee, 
there would be no objection at all on our part to the permanent authori- 
zation, if the Congress feels it was necessary to give it, to move people 
out of Washington when you found you could do it. 

There are a couple of kinds of legal impediments that we feel the 
Congress should take a pretty careful look at. 

In the case of most of our major departments, and in the case of 
some of the other agencies, the statutes creating them specifically state 
that they shall be located at the seat of government. Under those 
circumstances we would not feel that even under the Executive powers 
the President could move that whole organization without coming 
back to Congress and having Cengress giving its consent. 

So we would have no objection at all to an authorization to Mr. 
Larson to move people as it became feasible. All we are saying is that 
we do not want to have to move 25,000 or 50,000, because we cannot 
tell you who they are and where they will go. 

Mr. Horrman. Should not there also be written into such legisla- 
tion because of experience we have had some provision which would 
prevent those who know where these dispersals or whatever you call 
them are to be located from acquiring lands in that vicinity ? 

Mr. Jones. I am not an expert or enough of an expert to answer 
that. I know the problem is pretty real. 

Mr. Horrman. You have read about some of the experiences in 
some of the States where some fellows went in and bought up the 
acreage. 

Mr. Jones. I have. 

Mr. Horrman. And the Government came along and bought it. I 
would not mind if I needed the money and thought that was a legiti- 
inate way to get it, to know where some of these things will be located. 

That is what they did down South somewhere. 

Mr. Jones. All 1 meant to imply—lI am not sure that the statutory 
prohibition would automatically clear that problem. 

Mr. Horrman. The condemnation statute would. 

Mr. Jones. It would have to be backed zip by pretty strong sanc- 
tions. You would have to be prepared, I think, to fine people and 
put them in jail, if they violate it. 

Mr. Horrman. I would just take the profits away from them. 

Mr. Jones. Even taking their property away from them would have 
to be under some kind of just compensation. 

Mr. Horrman. That would mean the price they paid, what the: 
property was worth before the Government came in there. 
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Mr. Jones. I am just not prepared to talk on that, sir. I just do 
not know. 

Mr. Howirietp. Do you have any questions? 

Mr. Buarnik. I have just one question. It relates to your third 
point, that you list as important, the dispersal of key agencies 
within a reasonable distance of Washington, which will prov ide better 
security, and so forth. 

You implied, at least, that your bomb-impact damage would not be 
perhaps as great on a dispe srsed area as it would be on a decentralized 
situation where you had these congested major targets throughout 
the country. 

I do not know if it is in order here on the record, and do not answer 
it if it is not. But have you or those men who have discussed and 
studied this whole matter of bomb impact on different types of tar- 
gets had occasion to study an actual example of what has happened in 
concentrated areas such as London, which was subjected to heavy 
bombardment over quite a period of time in the last war¢ Have you 
compared how they operated their economy and their military and 
their whole government? Did you study targets such as Berlin, 
which was under terrific bombardment for quite a period of time? 
And there you had a degree of decentralization and yet a tightly 
woven, integrated unit through a very effective means of centralized 
communication. 

Mr. Jones. That whole situation was studied, Mr. Blatnik, very 
carefully by NSRB, by very competent people, and if the committee 
should desire to have further testimony on that score 1 am sure that 
the Security Resources Board would be willing to present it in execu- 
tive session to the committee. 

Mr. Hotirie.p. I think there are facts known to all of us, such as 
the fact that a distance of about a mile and a half from the point of 
impact ‘of the Hiroshima bomb in all directions was completely de- 
molished. I visited the site. 

Mr. Jonrs. That is a matter of public record. 

Mr. Hotirtevp. | can testify as an eyewitness to that, and also in 
Nagasaki. So that in making up your thoughts on this dispersal 
program, have the people t: aken into consideration certain improve- 
ments, if you want to call them such, of the atomic bomb which now 
extends its scope of destruction X distance farther, and that by dis- 
persing a distance of 20 miles and having these buildings spaced on 
the perimeter around Washington there would be “less chance 
of that particular function being eliminated if a bomb should be 
dropped on the center target here in Washington / 

Mr. Jones. What I also wanted to imply in addition to that, sir, 
was this. If we picked up, say 2,000 people or some whole Govern- 
ment function and wanted to send them to Denver, you would once 
again create the very kind of problem we are trying to get away from 
here in Washington, because the situation in Denver is such that you’ 
would probably have to go into a reasonably close location to down- 
town Denver, and that would be true in almost any other city. 

Mr. Hotirtevp. In other words, the decentralization of any func- 
tion into a built-up city, a concentrated metropolitan area, would not 
remove the danger of a target ¢ 


Mr. Jones. No. 
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Mr. Houtrierp. It would be just the same as here / 

Mr. Jones. Because that city, under our estimate of potential, is 
just as attractive a target as Washington itself. 

Mr. Houirtecp. I know there is some thought along that line and a 
difference of opinion on that. 

Mr. Biatnik. May I bring out one more point, because you list as a 
third point that relating to the security which your dispersal plan 
would provide. Would the nature of these new buildings, the new 
facilities constructed to house these dispersed personnel be the con- 
ventional type, that is, a basement and three or four stories above the 
ground ¢ 

Mr. Jones. May I defer that question to the General Services Ad- 
ministration ? 

Mr. Brarnix. Yes. 

Mr. Houirietp. We have Mr. Larson here. We would like to put 
him on as the next witness, if there is no objection on the part of the 
committee. I think he can 20 into some of these points in more detail 
than Mr. Jones, that is, these construction points. 

And if there are no further questions, you are excused at this time, 
Mr. Jones. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you. 

Mr. Houirrerp. We will ask Mr. Larson of the General Services Ad- 
ministration to take the chair. 

While Mr. Larson is moving up to the chair next to the reporter, 
we might say that on July 25 we had him before us for quite extensive 
testimony on these bills that are now before us, and that transcript of 
testimony is available to any of the members of the committee. He 
covered very completely this subject. I went through the 70 or 80 
pages of his testimony last night and familiarized myself with the 
type of testimony that he gave. 

We are now considering Senate bill 2251 and H. R. 4728 on decen- 
tralization, Mr. Larson, and without going into the complete testi- 
mony that you have already given before the committee on this sub- 
ject I would like you to summarize briefly your present position, which 
I understand has been modified by recent developments on dispersal 
thinking. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF JESS LARSON, ADMINISTRATOR, GEN- 
ERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION; ACCOMPANIED BY MAX 
ELLIOTT, GENERAL COUNSEL; AND W. E. REYNOLDS, COMMIS- 
SIONER OF PUBLIC BUILDINGS, GENERAL SERVICES ADMINIS- 
TRATION 


Mr. Larson. I thank you, Mr. Holifield, and ladies and gentlemen 
of the committee. 

My position is only modified to the extent that I have always felt 
that dispersal for the purposes of protection of the Nation’s Capital, 
and assuring the continuation of the essential functions of the Gov- 
ernment in the face of a determined air attack on the Capital is about 
the only assurance, and the acts of dispersal are about the only steps 
that could be taken to give the assurance of continued functions of the 
essential business of the Government in the face of such an attack. 
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Decentralization is certainly no substitute for that. If we had 
only one-half as many Government functions being performed here 
in the Nation’s C apiti al as we now have in this age of atomic warfare 
that we are living in, or potential atomic warfare, we would have to 
tuke steps to protect at least the essential parts of those functions that 
are being carried on. And we would have to do that by erecting 
shelters which would mean going underground or by scattering them 
out or having cdlispersal. 

As has been previously testified by myself and others before the 
Public Works Committee on the dispersal bill in the House, and also 
in the Senate—and a bill was considered in the last session of this 
Congress—the underground solution is ruled out because of the topog- 
raphy of this part of the country and the high-water table which, I 
suppose, would be the correct terminology. 

And so the only alternative left is dispersal, on the same theory 
that a squad leader of an infantry platoon orders his men to scatter 
when they come under fire. Some of them get shot, but have a better 

chance of getting through. 

So in view of the President’s message, and in view of the expressions 
on the part of some Members of the Congress, and individual expres- 
sions that perhaps dispersal should be considered again, I certainly 
would reiterate that decentralization is not a substitute for dikpersal 
in the sense which I have spoken. 

I feel, however, as I testified before the Senate committee last year, 
that there is something to be gained by way of greater efficiency in the 
operation of the Government, and eventually, I think, less cost to the 
Government by taking steps that will assure that the Government will 
iot continue to concentrate governmental operations here in this area. 
And for that reason I have personally supported the idea of decen- 
tralization, and I personally supported the bill that the Senate con- 
sidered last year. 

I appreciate the things that Mr. Jones has said about the numbers, 
and I would modify my previous testimony to say that in view of the 
fact that the increase in Federal population has not been as extensive 
as Was anticipated, that a modification insofar as the numbers that we 
were thinking about then is in order. 

I agree thoroughly with what Mr. Jones said, that this should be 
done and must be done, if it is done at all, on an integrated functional 
basis; that you cannot have parts of an operation scattered around 
all over the country. If you are going to get economy you have got 
to move that operation. 

If a bureau, let us say, in the Department of Agriculture—and I do 
not have a bureau in mind, I am just taking a hypothetical example— 
could be moved out in its entirety to a location closer to the area which 
it might serve physically, if it pertained to the preservation of forests 
or pertained to mineral development, and that sort of thing, my per- 
sonal feeling is that those functions could be properly and eventually 
economically moved out of Washington. I think it is something that 
you cannot go into rapidly. 

One criticism of the Senate version of this whole idea as they en- 
acted it isthe time limit. I think now after further study that maybe 
that time element set up in the Senate bill is not long enough, because 
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you have housing conditions, both administrative housing and honus- 
ing of families of individuals which would have to be arranged for 
on a long range ahead of time, if there was any major move of com- 
plete functional operations out of Washington. 

sriefly, that is about all that I could add to what I previously 
said, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. 

Mr. Howrrievp. If I could summarize your thoughts at this time, they 
are that there is not the need at this time for action by the Congress 
on a mandatory decentralization, that you approve of the idea of de- 
centralizing functions on a practical basis out into the areas they 
serve, but you feel that it would take consideration and time to do 
that, and you would not want to be limited to a 2- or 3-year time 
limit, as the Senate bill does limit you. 

Mr. Larson. I think that isa fair summary, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Houirretp. Do you believe that decentralization should be de- 
ferred, that is, the consideration of it be further deferred by this com- 
mittee until we get more information on whether the other committees 
responsible for dispersal] are PF0Ing to go forward with their hearings ¢ 

Mr. Larson. Well, of course, that would be something for the com- 
mittee to decide, but I do think it is possible for the Congress to con- 
sider these two measures separately. 

I personally think that they can be separated. I think decentraliza- 
tion is looking and planning toward and creating conditions whereby 
we will not continue to increase and mass the operations of Federal 
Government here in the Washington area. I think we have too 
many here now for good administration and for the wood of the com- 
munity. That is only a personal observation. 

I think this is obviously a one-industry town. It is a Government 
towh, and it will continue to be one-sided that Way as long as the 
Government continues to concentrate its functions here. 

Secondly, I feel as a matter of efficient administration of govern- 
mental functions under the concept, and that is my concept, which I 
trust is a common one of what Government should do—TI think it is 
more wholesome for government to be performed in an atmosphere not 
charged with the various things that arise as a result of a great con- 
centration of people, all employed by one employer in one area. 

Mr. Hourrieip. I think most of the Members of Congress certainly 
believe in the over-all theory of decentralization of operation to the 
level of the people. I think if the people can go to a Federal office 
and get their local problems solved and not have to have them relayed 
through two or three different steps to Washington and to wait for 
the answer, I think we can all appreciate that. 

However, on the broad policy level it seems to me that it should 
be held pretty closely here in Washington from the standpoint of the 
contact of those people with the Congress, which has to pass on prob- 
lems of policy, legislatively speaking, and also on the efficiency of 
administration as far as the function of government affects their 
individual constituents. 

Mr. Larson. [agree with that. I did not intend to convey, and do 
not intend to convey the idea that T feel that the policy-formulating 
staffs can be separated from the legislative branch of the Government, 
but what T am speaking of when I say decentralization of operating 
functions is operating agencies. 
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An example, perhaps not an apt example - what we are talking 
about but certainly one that can be pointed to, is TVA. TVA main- 
tains in Washington only a very small staff. Thei ‘ir operation is on 
the ground physically where they can only operate under their au- 
thority in connection with the natural resources av: ailable there. 

Well, i neg : is a wholesome thing that TVA does not maintain a 
big stail here j 1 Washington, vet hey do maintain peop le who are 
avi “ails ible to the legish: itive branch for policy-making and legislating 
purposes. 

I am thinking about agencies such as that. 

Mr. Hourrietp. When we tried the same thing with REA it did not 
work out so well. 

Mr. Larson. Without getting into any discussion with my good 
friend, Mr. Wickard, and other people in REA, my personal feeling 
is that it could have worked out. 

Mr. Horrman. What ? 

Mr. LARSON. That it could have. 

It is desirable for wny administrator to have all of his staff around 
him, but it is hot necessary with communications such as we have 
today. 

Mr. Houtrietp. Are there any questions of Mr. Larson? If not, I 
would like to question you on one other thing. 

There is a small section of the Senate bill which has to do with 
furniture control, section 2. 

That is part, as I recall, of the Brown bill. His bill also included 
yy pean that is, passenger vehicles. 

Is your opinion that this should be considered separately from 
Pathak ening and the over-all problem of automobiles and furni- 
ture considered possibly together, rather than having it hooked up 
with decentralization / 

Mr. Larson. Without being put in a position of criticizing your col- 
leagues over in the Senate, I would say, yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Personally, IT am very much interested in Congressman Brown’s 
version of this legislation. 

From the standpoint of BREET it, carrying it out by Gen 
eral Services Administration, a single bill would be desirable, because 
it goes into more detail. 

Mr. Hontrienp. I think if the committee is agreeable then, we will 
consider the balance of the de entralization subject in executive ses- 
sion. We will also postpone the consideration of the furniture con 
trol until we can consider that along with the automobile control. 

Mr. Horrman. You mean H. R. 4924? 

Mr. Houirieip. Yes. 

Mr. Horrman. I want to be here on that one. I want to know what 
you are going to do about those automobiles. 

Mr. Larson. I hope whoever administers it will cut down the num 
ber of them. 

Mr. Horrman. The use of them / 

Mr. Larson. By cutting down the use. 

Mr. Horrman. I have never been able to find an answer, when you 
catch one of those fellows out on a Sunday or a holiday a couple of 
hundred miles from the route he should be traveling—I have never 
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been able to get an answer as to why he was there. And that runs 
back 10 years. 

Mr. Larson. Well, the policing of that, of course, is not contem- 
plated by this act. 

Mr. Horrman. Wait a minute, let us see whether it is or not. 

Mr. Larson. I mean directly. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, let us see. This states something about who 
shall prescribe regulations governing the use, custody, repair, and ac- 
countability, and so on. 

Mr. Larson. How am I going to enforce it? I am not a policeman. 

Mr. Horrman. You better have some in your Department if you are 
going to buy the automobiles and turn them or it over to me, Cer 
tainly, you have some power and some duty to learn how I use it. 

Mr. Larson. I would like to discuss that in further detail. 

Do not misunderstand me, I am not critical of your attiude. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Houirrevp. We will consider that in some detail. I can see 
that my friend has some strong feelings on the matter. 

Mr. Horrman. What ? 

Mr. Houirieip. You have some strong feelings on the matter. 

Mr. Horrman. I am not the only one. 

Mr. Hoxirtetp. There are some other witnesses here on the decen- 
tralization bill that we want to hear. 

[ would like to take advantage while you are here, Mr. Larson, to 
ask you to comment on the lease-purchase bill introduced by Mr. Mc- 
Clellan in S. 2157, and Mr. Trimble’s bill which we have before us 
and which you testified on before when you appeared before this 
committee. There have been certain changes in the Senate bill. Do 
you have that before you ? 

Mr. Larson. Yes. I have it here. I am familiar with those 
changes. 

Mr. Howtrrecp. The changes in that bill, the Trimble bill are in 
section e and section g (2). The staff has made an analysis of sec- 
tions g (1) and g@ (2), and has come to the conclusion that it is 
an improvement over the Trimble bill in that it takes into consider- 
ation certain laws which are now on the books which we did not 
mention in the Trimble bill, but which the Trimble bill affected. 

Would you address yourself to those two sections, g (1) and g (2), 
first ? 

Mr. Larson. We have no objection to those amendments. 

Mr. Ho.trretp. They are technical changes which I understand 
have been agreed upon by the draftsmen of your organization, and the 
Senate committee and our staff has gone over them and finds nothing 
to complain about. 

Will you please explain, Mr. Roback, what those two sections do, 
so that the other members of the subcommittee will know ? 

Mr. Rorack. The first paragraph of that section, Mr. Chairman, 
merely covers this type of agreement under provisions governing 
purchases or contracts already written into section 302 (c) of the 
Federal Property and Administrative Services Act. 

The second part of that paragraph would retain the requirement 
in existing law of the Attorney General’s approval in the making of 
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certain agreements with regard to real estate, that is, the validity of 
title. 

Mr. Houirtetp. And I believe it gives 1 year for the Attorney 
General. 

Mr. Rosack. There is a proviso added in the paragraph which 
would allow a period of time to make agreements after request for an 
opinion of the Attorney General. 

Mr. Horirtecp. And 1 year to ascertain the validity of any title 
which one of these lease-purchase agreements might affect. That is 
your understanding, Mr. Larson ¢ 

Mr. Larson. Yes. 

Mr. Rozgack. That is not written exactly into the bill. 

Mr. Hottrievp. That is in the Senate report which specifies the 
intent of the committee. 

Mr. Rosackx. Do you have any comment on that, Mr. Elliott? 

Mr. Exxtorr. I think that is a correct statement as you have made 
it. I have no comments. 

Mr. Ropack. With respect to the second paragraph, there are ex- 
emptions from a number of laws which are on the statute books. 
These are merely technical exemptions from these laws in order that 
the lease-purchase type of agreement can be executed. 

Mr. Houirterp. It takes care of certain statutory provisions now 
which this exempts; is that right? It exempts the General Services 
Administration from those provisions? 

Mr. Rosack. With respect to making these lease-purchase agree 
ments. The exemption is to provide flexibility and in some cases to 
actually permit those agreements to be made. If this committee 
wishes, we can discuss in detail the various technical amendments. 

Mr. Houirrecp. Is it necessary to go through that / 

Mr. Horrman. No. 

Mr. Ronack. They are covered in the Senate report on the matter. 

Mr. Larson. The Senate report goes into it. 

Mr. Howirrecp. That is available to us and we can consider that in 
executive session, 

There is one other important point in the Senate bill. It changes 
the minimum time of the Trimble bill which is 5 years, to a minimum 
time of 8 years. I understood that was done because of the provision 
that only 15 percent of the purchase price could be paid as rental in 
any one year and therefore it would be impossible to effectuate a lease- 
purchase agreement on a 5-year basis, because you could only pay 75 
percent of the purchase price, but the 8-year minimum would allow 
you, if you did pay the 15 percent of rental, to cover the complete 
purchase price. 

You are in agreement on that, are you ¢ 

Mr. Ex.torr. That is correct, assuming that we had to pay, of 
course, the full 15 percent. 

Mr. Houirieip. Assuming that you did, that is the minimum. The 
maximum, of course, is 25 years. 

Mr. Horrman. Is the Government going to pay any tax on this 
property to the State and municipalities 

Mr. Howirrecp. Under the bills the tax will be paid on it until the 
final title is passed. During that 15 or 20 years, the Government 
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would pay the taxes. When it finally passes, that is, the title finally 
passes into Government hands, I understand then it would be like 
all other Federal buildings, there would be no more taxes paid. Is 
that right? 

Mr. Larson. Right. 

Mr. Horrvman. What will they do about light and such facilities, 
what about keeping up the highways, the approaches to the buildings 
and all of that? 

I do not think it is fair for the Government to take out of the 
States or the local subdivisions so much property. The same argu- 
ment is made here in the city all of the time. Here we are squatting 
on the city. Of course, the city gets something out of it, too. 

I see no reason why the Federal Government should hot pay its 
way. 

Mr. Houtrietp. Do you want to testify on that point as to the rela- 
tive financial good that the Government would get out of the lease- 
purchase agreements, say, on a 20-year basis as compared to its pres- 
ent rental arrangements, particularly, on the point of the eventual 
nonpayment of taxes to the city or the localities that they are located 
in? 

Mr. Larson. Of course, the point that Mr. Hoffman makes is a 
point that comes up increasingly as Government grows bigger and 
occupies more space or OWns or acquires title to more real estate in 
the political subdivisions of our States and is an over-all problem. 

I do not think, and I do not think Mr. Hoffman intends that this 
type of acquisition should be treated any differently than any other 
Government ownership. 

The Congress has found it necessary, as this committee well knows, 
from time to time and continues to do so to assist the subdivisions of 
Government, the States and the political subdivisions thereof in carry- 
ine out their fiscal obligations to maintain the essentials of Govern- 
ment that we traditionally expect them to provide, such as fire protec- 
tion and streets and that sort of thing. as Mr. Hoffman said. 

Mr. Horrman. That I do not believe isenough. Years ago it did not 
make so much difference, because the Federal ownership was compara- 
tively small, but if you will take a look at the map, in my State, the 
upper part of the Lower Peninsula and the Upper Peninsula of 
Michigan, you will notice that the Government owns close to 50 per- 
cent of it up above. It is all exempt. The local organizations are 
just put out of business unless the Government g@ives them a hand-out. 
And it should not be a hand-out. 

Mr. Larson. That is an over-all problem. 

Mr. Horrman. I know it is. 

Mr. Larson. And I appreciate it. 

Going back to my experience in local government, it is an over-all 
problem. I repeat, I do think that it could be treated separately 
unless you want to wrestle with the over-all problem in this bill. 

Certainly, as a personal matter I am sympathetic to the point that 
the Congressman raises. 

Mr. Horrman. We must begin sometime, because if we keep expand- 
ing the Federal Government as we have it will become greater. 
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Mr. Larson. I do not envisage, Mr. Hoffman and members of the 
committee, that under this bill there will be a widespread acquisition 
of real estate. I hope that there is not. 

I think this authority is something that has got to be weighed very 
carefully if it is exercised. 

First of all, I think that Government should not set out to acquire 
title to a piece of property unless by overwhelming preponderance 
of evidence an assumption or even a conclusion can be drawn that 
that piece of property is going to be needed for the term of time re- 
quired for acquisition of the property. That function is a permanent 
function in the Government. For instance, I would not advocate the 
acquisition of a piece of property under this bill for the sole purpose 
of housing an emergency agency, but an agency well established in 
the Government that has a field operation and everybody can see that 
it is going to continue indefinitely into the future, then IT think the 
Government is foolish to continue paying rentals for which it gains 
nothing except space from year to year, 

Had the Government adopted this poliey and I believe the Gov- 
ernment would have adopted this policy years ago if it had been 
presented to it properly—we would be in much better shape, so far as 
our cost of space is concerned than we are now. 

There are some examples which I vave before to this committee. 
There are buildings right here in the District that have been rented 
on a year-to-year basis for as much as 35 years. The amount of 
rental that has been paid would have purchased those buildings two 
or three times over. 

Mr. Houirienp. And the over-all expenditure of rent has been more 
to the taxpavers, a great deal more than the loss in taxes from the 
individual Government building would be to the community. There 
is no doubt about that. is there / 

Mr. Larson. I think not. That is, if you consider the sav ing to the 
entire Government. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. That is what I mean. We are thinking of the tax- 
payers in general. 

Mr. Larson. Yes. 

Mrs. Cururcu. I wonder if I might express my sympathy with the 
hardship done to a community through the extension off@@iovernment 
purchase. I am struggling, and have been struggling for 5 months, 
with a situation for which I am told there is no relief and for which 
I think some relief should be certainly available. 

The situation arises, briefly, with the lease of Government owned 
land made by the Navy 3 years ago for the use of private commercial 
aviation of a certain field in my district. The lease was made at very 
unfavorable terms, although IT have been told it was very difficult 
to obtain any bid on it whatever. Nevertheless, the private company 
has made a large return. 

The problem, however, is not with the rate of return, Mr, Larson, 
but with the fact that that commercial company has since leased a 
certain fairly large section of the land as a trailer camp and is also 
reconverting the barracks into so-called apartments, bringing into the 
local school distriet over 100 children at a cost to that little local 
school of $200 per child per year. 
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i have been trying for 3 or 4 months to find some way to get an 
adequate provision to meet an unjust and perfectly unbearable burden 
on local school funds. 

You see the problem. No taxes are paid on that land. So there 
is no money going into the school from that basis. 

Since the people living in that trailer camp and in the converted 
barracks are not working on a defense effort and are not producing 
so-called Navy children, there is no provision for the Government 
to pay anything into the local school funds. And I have even been 
told that it is impossible for the Navy to terminate the lease, because 
there is in it a renewal clause. 

We have a burden of about $18,000 a year for children in a fairly 
small community. Iam just wondering in this whole picture whether 
we are going to permit—and incidentally, I favor the bill in prin 
ciple or provide for more and more acquisition of Government 
property in local communities without any assumption against the 
possibility of release, which will bring a burden that cannot be borne 
by the community. I do not know the answer, Mr. Chairman. — I 
wonder if Mr. Larson has any suggestion. 

Mr. Larson. I wish I did. I am not familiar with the case that 
you are speaking about. 

For a brief time as you well remember, in consideration of the re 
organization bills, I had the responsibility of the communuity facili 
ties service that was initially under the old Federal Works Agency 
and absorbed by General Services Administration. Of course, that 
grew up solely because of the problem that you are speaking of. At 
least, not exactly, because, as I understand your problem, here is a 
privately owned corporation leasing Government-owned facilities. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. That isright. And breaking the zoning law, I might 
add, in addition, because the property is zoned against such use. 

Mr. Larson. And carrying on for the benefit of the corporation and 
not for the benefit of the Government. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. That is right. 

Mr. Larson. That is, activities upon this property. 

Mrs. Crurcu. That is right. 

Mr. Larsgn. And as the result of those activities they have brought 
ina popul: fon which is a burden on the community. 

That goes right to the root of the difficulties that local officials are 
confronted with. You get back to the old argument about sources of 
taxation and tuition to public schools. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Is there no recourse in a situation like that ? 

Mr. Larson. I am sorry, I know of none, as a result of my brief 
experience in this community facilities field under the circumstances 
that you outline. 

Mr. Houirterp. I have just been informed by a member of the staff 
on this point that the Bureau of the Budget has made a study and 
has advocated some legislation along this very line that would help 
in this case that Mrs. Church cites. Maybe we can get some testimony 
from Mr. Jones on that. 

Mr. Larson. Maybe Mr. Jones is familiar with that. 

Mr. Hotirrerp. That is a bill that’ would authorize payments in 
lieu of taxes on such cases as this. 

Mr. Jones. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. We began a study 
about 3 years ago jointly with Treasury, and with the cooperation of 
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a number of State and local associations, State budget officers and 
assessors and people of that kind. 

There has been developed a bill which has been forwarded to the 
Congress which is known as the payments-in-lieu bill. I am not 
acquainted personally with all of the details, because it was not 
developed in my particular part of the Budget Bureau. It was de- 
veloped in the fiseal division, but it is an attempt to present to the 
Congress both a problem and one possible solution. 

The net effect of the bill would be to provide for the payment in 
lieu of taxes of contributions by the Federal Government over a cer- 
ain period of years on the belief that after that period of years had 
gone by that you would have added enough to the taxpayers of the 
community by the location of that Federal activity there to balance 
the two things out. 

I am sure that the Bureau will be very glad, if the committee wants 
to go into that, to have the man who worked chiefly on that come 
hefore the committee. 

I am also sure, Mrs. Church, he would be glad to come and talk 
with you about your own particular problem. 

It is not unique. There are other problems like it which grow out 
of the very tight contractual and leasing arrangements that prevailed 
during the war. 

We are just as sure as you are that it is inequitable and will have 
to have some kind of solution. It may be that the solution will come 
out of the termination of the war after the ratification of the Japa- 
nese treaty. In some cases that will take care of it. In other cases 
you will still have to come back to Congress for some basis of 
adjustment. 

Mr. Horraan. In some of these cases you will not have a remedy, 
because the Administrator declares the emergency still continuing. 
You will still hang on to the property. You do not pay adequate 
return, either to the municipality adjoining or to the property owner 
himself. Do you get what I mean? 

Mr. Jones. I get what you mean, but it is not quite as clear-cut as 
that, in that the state of war is really more important than the con- 
tinuation of the 1939 and 1941 emergency. 

Mr. Horrman. Let me give you this—this is it. Mrs. Hoff, 80 years 
of age, is peddling stuff around the streets of the city of Benton Har- 
bor to support herself. The Government got a lease out of her, be- 
cause she was patriotic. It was for a piece of real estate. They paid 
her the magnificent sum of $125 per year. They still hold it. 

Now, mind you, that was back 5 or 6 years ago. And because your 
Administrator, or the Government Administrator in that branch of 
the service still insists that the emergency exists they hang on to her 
property. It is not right. “And that fellow does not need to make 
that kind of a decision. 

It isa housing project that was in use, and some is in use yet. It was 
created during the war for factory workers, Why do they not change 
tthen? Ihave been after them for 5 years. 

Mr. Jones. I think the answer was probably given by the adminis 
trative agency in this particular case, that there was a fixed-term con- 
tract that neither side was in a position to abrogate, since there was 


no such clause in the contract. 
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Mr. Horrman. The contract was for a fixed term, but that has ex- 
pired, but there is a provision in the law that the Administrator can 
declare that an emergency existed and that automatically renews it 
from year to year. 

Mr. Horirterp. I think that is something we can take up. 

Mrs. Crurcnu. I think it comes into the picture of further acquisi- 
tion of permanent use of property. 

Mr. Hoxtriecp. The staff tells me that that recommendation of yours 
and the draft of the bill is before the Ways and Means Committee and 
not before our committee. 

Mr. Jones. That is correct. 

Mr. Ho.trieip. In the Senate it is before the Expenditures Com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Horrman. It ought to be that when there is some change some 
advantage should come about and not rest upon the decision of some 
fellow in some agency or department. 

Mr. Honirrevp. Let us discuss that in executive session. 

Mr. Ropack. There is a bill before the Ways and Means Committee. 

Mr. Larson. 1 would agree with Mr. Hotfman, if 1 may speak on 
the point that he made. I am confronted with that same thing, not 
because of any decision of mine, however, because I do not have a lease. 
We are administering. It isnot upto me. I wish it were. It would 
give relief in some 16 cases where very severe hardship is being per- 
petrated upon the property owners because of a lease entered into 
during the war which ran for the duration of the emergency. 

Mr. Horrman. When does that end ¢ 

Mr. Larson. It is at a fixed price. The General Accounting Office 
has repeatedly held that so far as that provision in these leases is 
concerned that the emergency still exists. I have no legal right to 
terminate that, or no legal right to adjust that rental. I have a legal 
right to terminate the rental, but if I did I would have to go and pay 
a higher rental somewhere else and then I would be called upon for 
an accounting for that. 

| expect that there will be introduced shortly several special bills 
to give relief to people under just those circumstances, but I know of 
no case where the Administrator of the agency could terminate the 
emergency as defined under the lease. 

I wish it were in my leases. I would certainly exercise it on the basis 
of what I know. 

Mr. Horrman. I can send you a Copy of this lease and you can write 
it in yours. 

Mr. Larson. I do not want it in mine. 

Mr. Hontrrecp. Let us go off the record for just a minute. 

(There was discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Horirierp. If there are no further questions of Mr. Larson, we 
thank you very much. 

Mr. Larson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Houtrtevp. I would like to have Mr. Elliott come back at 2:30, 
if he will, please. 

Mr. Ex.iorr. I will be glad to do so. 

Mr. Jones. Do you want the Budget Bureau this afternoon ? 

Mr. Houtrrevp. I do not think we will need you, Mr. Jones, at 2:30. 
If we do, we will give you a call on the telephone. 
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Mr. Jones. All right, thank you. 
Mr. Houirietp. We will now hear from Mr. Larkin. 
Will you identify yourself for the record ¢ 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD F. LARKIN, COLLEGE PARK, MD. 


Mr. Larxin. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen and ladies of the com- 
mittee, my name is Harold F. Lark of College Park, Md. I am 
employed by the Government. I would like to make a brief statement. 

In examining this bill (H. R. 4728) I notice that there is no limit on 
the number of the agencies that may be transferred without reference 
to Congress, and no limit as to the number of families except as it is 
limited otherwise by the employees. This will bring in a very great 
hardship. 

I went through a prior decentralization here which started, I think, 
in 1940, and suffered a great hardship, along with other employees. 

At that time the price of property was very low compared to now. 
A five-room house sold for $5.200. When we returned the same prop- 
erty brought $12,500, 

And now we are asked to move again with all of the financial obliga- 
tions that these employ ees have. 

Bonuses are given to the manufacturers for dispersal under author- 
ity of Congress. I think that it is only fair that this should be con- 
sidered in connection with Government employees who will make this 
sacrifice to move their families and who will have to try to find housing. 

When I returned from the last decentralization it was necessary 
for my family to live in a tourist camp for about 5 months. 

These facts as to values can be verified from the newspapers. There 
is no question about them. 

I might say that the Bureau of the Budget had charge of the 
last decentralization. I do not think that any of the heads of those 
agencies that are decentralized, if they were called upon to testify, 
would agree that it is a good thing. 

I might say that I think it will affect the morale of the employees 
greatly. It will prevent in my own office Members of Congress fre- 
quently being consulted over the telephone. That will be out of the 
picture. 

We will probably run a small office here. They will call down there, 
then they will call out West some place, wherever the office is moved. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for your patience in listen- 
ing to me. 

I would like to file this statement, if I may, for the record. 

Mr. Houirietp. You may file your statement. 

(The statement of Mr. Harold F. Larkin is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD F. LARKIN, COLLEGE PARK, Mp 


COLLEGE PARK, Mb., February 12, 195 
Hon. CHer Horirrerp, M. C 
Chairman. Brecutive and Legislative Reorganization Committee. 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: The decentralization bill, H. R. 4728, confers the 
amazing authority on the General Services Administration, a relatively new 
agency, to move an unlimited number of Federal agencies to distant places, 
There is no limit to the number of agencies that Could be moved or the number 
of people who could be transported without further consultation with the Congress. 
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The good motive of demolishing the temporary buildings does not warrant the 
passage of this bill. 

Decentralization was tried during the last war. Many employees were forced 
to sell at a reduced price and move and were later returned to Washington and 
in order to obtain a home were forced to buy at much higher prices. None of 
the heads of these agencies regard decentralization as a success. I assume 
that they will be called to testify. Decentralization results in lack of coordina- 
tion between agencies. It prevents Members of the Congress from obtaining 
information quickly. It requires that the Government either pay high rents 
or construct expensive buildings. It destroys the morale of the employees. 
Verification may be obtained from the heads of the agencies that were decentral 
ized and the employees. 

In any event special consideration should be given to those agencies and em 
ployees that were decentralized and moved back to Washington during and after 
the last war. This is only simple justice. When these employees and the agen- 
cies were decentralized in 1941 a good five-room house could be purchased for 
$5,200. Many of the employees sold at this figure. When they were returned to 
Washington in the latter part of 1947 these same homes were selling at $12,500 
and few were to be had. These employees that were returned to Washington 
were required to live in cramped quarters in tourist Camps for several months 
until housing could be obtained. This is no exaggeration. 

Further moves make it impossible for many employees to acquire homes. If 
they are to be decentralized they should be paid a bonus of at least $1,000 in case 
of families and $500 for single persons and they should be allowed quarters for 
at least a month at Government expense to enable them to find new housing. It is 
impossible to find new housing in 2 weeks that were allowed. 

Special tax benefits, allotments of critical material for construction, defense 
loans, and defense contracts and other concessions are made to manufacturers 
who disperse their plants to distances of only 10 to 20 miles. This is authorized 
under an act of Congress. Are not the Government employees entitled to similar 
consideration ? 

The decentralization bili, H. R. 4728, should be defeated. 

I beg und plead with you as one who has experienced the hardships of decen- 
tralization, both financial and physical, that you not authorize a general decen- 
tralization and thus place the Government employees in the position of displaced 
persons—eternally looking for a home. They should not be moved about like 
men on a chessboard. Many of these employees are up in years and they cannot 
afford these continual moves with the rapid upsurge in prices. In most cases a 
satisfactory transfer of positions cannot be worked out to enable the employees 
to remain in Washington. This is especially true of employees that have gained 
au thorough knowledge of their work through study and experience. 

The dispersal of the agencies of nearby areas would answer all of the pur- 
poses of decentralization and obviate the evils. It would keep the Capital in 
Washington. 

Trusting that you will give my statements your careful consideration and 
thanking you for your patience, I remain 

Sincerely yours, 
Haroup F. LARKIN. 

P. S.—The time limit of 6 months for decentralizing a bateh of the employees 
is entirely too short. This time limit is set by H. R. 4728 

H. F. LARKIN 

Mr. Hontrrenp. Are there any questions of Mr. Larkin ? 

[f not, thank you very much. 

Mr. Larkin. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Hourrieip. The committee will recess until 2:30 this afternoon. 

(Whereupon, at 12:10 p. m., a recess was taken until 2:30 p. m. of 
the same day.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Houtrietp. The meeting will come to order. 

The members of the subcommittee have heard the testimony that 
was given this morning and in view of the fact that the Director of 
the Budget has advised that the decentralization bill. S. 2251. and its 
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President at this time, and requests this subcommittee to defer further 
action pending action by the Congress on the dispersal program and 
hecause we have also had several witnesses this morning, including 
Mr. Larson of General Services Administration, who apparently are 
in harmony with this request of the sureau of the sudget, what Is 
the pleasure of the committee at this time m regard to further action 
on Senate bill 2251 and H. R. 4728 4 

Mr. Horrman. I move that the Subcommittee on Executive and 
Legislative Reorganization defer further consideration of Senate bill 
2951 and H. R. 4728 until such time as the Congress has had the oppor 
tunity to consider dispersal legislation. 5 

Mr. Hourererp. All those in favor signify by saying “aye; con 
trary “no.” Unanimously carried. | 

Further action will be deferred on this bill until further action 
on the subject of dispersal by Congress. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 


companion bill, H. R. 4728, do not accord with the program of the 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Tuor C. ToLL_erson, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am happy to learn that 
your subcommittee is considering legislation which deals with the subject of 
lease-purchasing agreements involving Federal buildings constructed with pri 
vate capital. 

During the years since the outbreak of World War IT the need for new Federal 
office buildings and post offices in the various communities of our Nation has 


become increasingly urgent. The situation in some areas, has become almost 
desperate. The population of the United States has, since 1940, increased by 
approximately 15 percent. In certain areas, however, the increase has been 


much greater. In my own congressional district the population has grown dur 
ing the period between 1940 and 1950 from 275,000 to 455,000—an increase of 
about 65 percent, which is four times as great as the national average. Need 
less to say, this population growth in itself has added to the need for additional 
Federal services and facilities. Coupled with the great increase of Federal 
activities in the various phases of our national life this need has become 
especially urgent in those areas where both the population rise and the extent 
of governmental activity is concentrated 

As indicative of the growth of Federal services, may I point to the activity 


of the Burean of Internal Revenue. In 1940 its collections amounted to a little 
over S$) billions In 1950 the collections rose to ulmost S230 billions For the 
fiscal vear 1953 it is estimated that collections will run in excess of S60 billions 


ee 


In iy own State of Washington collections rose from S31 millions in 1940 te 
$444 millions in 1950. Thus, the percentage of increase in my State was far 
greater than the Nation-wide figure. 

During that 10-year period the personnel of the Bureau rose from 22,428 to 
55.551. In my State it rose from 305 to 900. 

Postal services have also increased tremendously. Postal receipts are pet 
haps the best single factor in determining the amount of such services. se 
tween the years 1940 and 1950 postal receipts, Nation-wide, have more than 
doubled In my State, and particularly in my home city of Tacoma, the increase 
has been greater. 

The need for new Federal facilities in many communities existed even prior 
to World War II, and the Government at that time launched on a building 
program. In my home city, Tacoma, Wash., land was purchased and excavation 
on the site for a post office building was started. Then the war broke out and 
the work stopped. Construction funds which had been appropriated by Congress 
reverted to the general fund under Presidential order. The same experience was 
had in many other communities. 

In 1949 and 1950 Congress once again recognized the need for facilities and 
authorized the start of a program of construction of a great many Federal build 
ings. Funds were appropriated for the drafting of plans and the acquisition of 
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new or additional sites. Then hostilities broke out in Korea and as a conse- 
quence thereof, we are how engaged in a national defense program which, ac- 
cording to many authorities, will last for an undetermined number of years, 
Huge sums of money are being appropriated and spent for this program. The 
expenditures of the Government exceed its income. Deficit financing is in full 
swing and our overgrown national debt undoubtedly will grow larger still. 

Mr. Chairman, the outlook for Federal construction of new facilities in the 
immediate future is bleak indeed. Even with the cessation of present hostili- 
ties and a slowing-down of the national defense program Congress may be 
reluctant to appropriate huge funds for federal buildings for some time to come. 
It is difficult, of course, to foretell what its sentiments or those of the people 
may be at a given point. The time must come, however, when the overwhelming 
sentiment and emphasis will be on the side of curtailing I’ederal expenditure. 
Whatever the situation may be with regard to the possibility of obtaining ap 
propriations for Federal buildings, the need for those buildings is constantly be- 
coming greater. Means must be found to meet that need. 

In 1950 I suggested a program of construction of Federal buildings by private 
concerns With private funds, and a leasing of those buildings by the Government. 
At that time it seemed a good idea to me and I believe it still has merit. 

First, it would eliminate the necessity of Congress appropriating and spend 
ing many hundreds of millions of dollars for construction purposes. In other 
words, the huge initial outlay of funds, at a time when the Government is having 
financial difficulties, would be eliminated. The cost to the Government would be 
spread out over a long period. 

Second, the total cost to the Government over a period of time would be con- 
siderably less. That is the opinion of many individuals both in and out of Gov 
ernment. The standard of federally constructed public buildings has been such 
that in many instances the buildings have been outmoded before their full use 
ful life bas been reached. 

Third, the buildings leased for postal or other Federal purposes would be kept 
on the local tax rolls until such time as the Government might acquire the prop 
erty. The Government holdings of real estate have grown so large in many 
States that local tax units are hardpressed to find sufficient revenues for theit 
functions. Federal properties are generaily tax exempt. 

Finally, and what is most important, the communities which need the new 
facilities so desperately would get them much quicker. 

I, together with other Members of Congress, have introduced legislation which 
will authorize the Federal Government to negotiate for such a program of con 
struction. Briefly speaking, the bill would amend the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 to authorize the Administrator of General 
Services to enter into lease-purchase agreements to provide for the lease to the 
United States of real property and structures for terms not to exceed 30 years 
and for acquisition of title to such property and structures by the United States 
at or before the expiration of the lease terms. Another measure would give the 
Postmaster General similar authority with respect to postal buildings, 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the fact that at the present time there exist ma- 
terials and finance problems which have been created by the priority demands 
of the defense program. These problems may prevent the immediate undertak 
ing of the program which I have suggested. In due course of time, however, 
these problems will cease to exist. Such at least is our hope. It would be well 
in the meantime to prepare for a program of construction of needed Federal 
buildings at the earliest possible opportunity. It is my sincere conviction that 
the use of private capital such as it indicated by the measures this committee 
is considering offers the best means of meeting the needs for Federal facilities 
with a minimum of cost and delay. 

Tnror C. TOLLerson, 
Vember of Congress 
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TO AMEND THE FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRA- 
TIVE SERVICES ACT OF 1949, AS AMENDED 


THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 21, 1952 


House or Representatives, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Executive AND L&eGIsLATIVE 
RrORGANIZATION, OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
EXPENDITURES IN THE Executive DerarTMENTs, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:00 a. m., in room 
1501, new House Office Building, Hon. Chet Holifield (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Holifield, Burnside, Hoffman, and Church. 

Also present : Thomas A. Kennedy, general counsel to the Com- 
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments; Herbert Ro- 
back, subcommittee staff director; and Dorothy D. Morrison, sub- 
committee clerk. 

Mr. Houirtecp. The subcommittee will be in order. 

I will make a short preliminary statement in regard to the reopen- 
ing of hearings on H. R. 4924, the furniture and vehicle control bill, 
introduced by Mr. Brown of Ohio. 

The first section of the bill would confer broad powers on the Gen- 
eral Services Administrator with regard to the acquisition and use of 
passenger-carrying motor vehicles by Federal agencies. The Ad- 
ministrator is authorized to prescribe regulations governing the use, 
custody, repair, and disposition of, and accountability for vehicles to 
be used by the various executive agencies. The Department of Defense 
is exempted. 

Under this authority, presumably the General Services Administra- 
tor could pool motor vehicle facilities for Government-wide use. 

There is no Senate counterpart of this section. 

Although Mr. Brown's testimony on the bill (July 1951) was di- 
rected in part to possible abuse im the utilization of Government 
vehicles by agency personnel, it should be noted that Public Law 600 
of the Seventy-ninth Congress (60 Stat. 810) presently limits the use 
of such vehicles exclusively to official purposes and provides that vi- 
olators of this provision shall be suspended from duty by the head of 
the department concerned. Exempted from these limitations are 
motor vehicles for the use of the President, heads of various execu- 
tive departments, Ambassadors, and other diplomatic officials. 

The same act requires that all motor vehicles acquired and used for 
official purposes in the District of Columbia shall have the name of 
the Government agency conspicuously imprinted on them. 
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The Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 as 
amended, Public Law 754, Eighty-first Congress, extended the re- 
quirement for motor vehicle identification throughout the United 
States, as well as in the District of Columbia. The General Services 
Administrator was authorized to prescribe regulations in this field. 

I am advised by the staff that representatives of the General Serv- 
ices Administration and the Bureau of the Budget have conferred on 
alternate language which would enable the General Services Admin- 
istrator to establish motor pools for Government-wide use whenever 
these will result in greater economy and efficiency, We will hear from 
the General Services Administration on that matter. 

The second section of H. R. 4924 would confer upon the General 
Services Administrator broad control, including custody, repair, dis- 
position, and accountability for all office furniture and equipment used 
by Federal agencies within buildings under the jurisdiction of the 
General Services Administration. In other words, the GSA would 
become a provider of furnished space to Government agencies, rather 
than unfurnished space. 

For background purposes, it may be recalled that in 1947, the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office, the Treasury Department and the Bureau of 
the Budget made a study of Federal inventory control (published in 
1949) which recommended, among other things, a system of control 
for office furniture. The report recommended that each executive 
agency which is responsible for the maintenance, operation, and man- 
agement of the space in buildings occupied by the Government, also 
should be the custodian agency for office furniture in such buildings. 

This recommendation was endorsed by the Hoover Commission’s 
Task Force on the Federal Supply System, which emphasized the 
excessive moving costs and wear and tear occasioned by frequent and 
numerous moves within and between public buildings. 

The portion of Mr. Brown’s bill relating to furniture control was 
included originally in S. 1623 on decentralization and carried over in 
modified form in S. 2251, the committee bill on decentralization, which 
passed the Senate on October 19, 1951. The provisions of the Senate 
bill on this subject read as follows: 

Sec. 2. Whenever an agency, in whole or in part, is required under paragraph 
(2) of section 210 (e) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949, as amended, to move to another location, only such furniture and 
furnishings as the Administrator of General Services shall determine cannot 
more economically and efficiently be made available by General Services Admin 
istration at the new location shall be moved. Remaining furniture and furnish 
ings shall promptly be reported as excess property. 

The Senate committee report on the bill—Senate Report 939, 
FKighty-second Congress, first session, page 4—stated : 

Section 2 of the bill as introduced proposed an amendment to the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, by inserting 
therein a new section headed “Control of office furniture and equipment.” Under 
the original proposal the control, including custody, repair, disposition, and 
accountability, of all office furniture and furnishings and office effuipment, owned 
or leased by any Federal agency, now or hereafter located on or within any 
building or space under the jurisdiction of the General Services Administration, 
would have been transferred to the Administrator of General Services. 

The committee, after consultation with representatives of certain interested 
Government agencies, concluded that the time is not yet ripe for such sweeping 
centralized control of office furniture, furnishings, and equipment, and believes 
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that consideration of such a legislative proposal should be deferred pending 
further study of the problem by the Congress, in cooperation with the General 
Services Administration, the Bureau of the Budget, the General Accounting 
Office, and others. 

I understand that such conferences have taken place, and at this 
time we will ask Mr. Larson to please come forward and give us the 
present views of his agency on this legislation. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF JESS LARSON, ADMINISTRATOR, ACCOM- 
PANIED BY MAX ELLIOTT, GENERAL COUNSEL, RUSSELL FORBES, 
DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR, MAX MEDLEY, COMPTROLLER, ROB- 
ERT JENNINGS, ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER, PUBLIC BUILDINGS 
SERVICE, AND J. B. HANSON, FEDERAL SUPPLY SERVICE, PER- 
SONAL PROPERTY UTILIZATION DIVISION, GENERAL SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION 


OFFICE FURNITURE AND EQUIPMENT 


Mr. Larson. Mr. Chairman and Mr. Hoffman, I expressed my gen 
eral approval of the legislation which would extend to the property 
management agency of the Government more control specifically over 
office furniture and motor vehicles in my testimony last summer. 

You in your statement have covered the situation very well, Mr. 
Chairman. And at the suggestion of the committee the Bureau of 
the Budget and the General Services Administration’s respective 
staffs have been together and they have drawn up a proposed sub 
stitute for consideration of the committee that would accomplish 
what the General Services Administration feels is necessary by way 
of extension of legislation if we are to obtain and to be able to achieve 
what the Congress intended in the original Property Management Act, 
Public Law 152 of the Eighty-first Congress. 

Mr. Hourmip. Do you have copies of your substitute language / 

Mr. Larson. Yes, we have mimeographed copies here which we will 
make available to the committée. 

(The proposed substitute language for H. R. 4924 is as follows:) 

H. R. 4924 
{Proposed substitute language] 

\ BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, a 
amended, to authorize the Administrator of General Services to establish and operat: 
motor vehicle pools and systems and to provide office furniture and furnishings wher 
ugencies are moved to new locations 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 

States of America in Congress assembled, That the Federal Property and 

Administrative Services Act of 1949 (Public Law 152, Eighty-first Congress), 


as amended, is amended by 


(a) inserting the following new subsection in section 3: 

“(1) The term ‘motor vehicle’ means any vehicle, self-propelled or drawn 
by mechanical power, designed to be operated principally on the highways 
in the transportation of property or passengers.” 

(b) deleting the word “and” immediately preceding clause (2) of the 
final sentence of subsection (a) of section 109, and revising said clause 
(2) to read as follows: “(2) for paying the purchase price of supplies 
and services, transportation, including related costs, to first storage point 
from Which redistribution is made to Federal agencies and their authorized 
representatives, and the cost of personal services employed directly in 
the repair, rehabilitation, and conversion of personal property.” 


500s 52 6 
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(c) adding to clause (2) of the final sentence of subsection (a) of 
section 109, as revised, the following: “and (3) for paying all elements 
of direct cost incident to the establishment and operation of motor vehicle 
pools or systems and pools of equipment for lease or rent to Federal 
agencies.” 

(d) revising the third sentence of subsection (b) of section 109 to read 
as follows: “On and after July 1, 1950, such prices shall be fixed at levels 
so as fo recover so far as practicable the applicable purchase, price, trans- 
portation, including related costs, to first storage point from which re- 
distribution is made to Federal agencies and their authorized representa- 
tives, inventory losses, the cost of personal services employed directly 
in the repair, rehabilitation, and conversion of personal property, and 
the cost of amortization and repair of equipment and all other elements 
of direct cost incident to the establishment and operation of motor vehicle 
pools or systems and pools of equipment for lease or rent to Federal 
agencies.” 

(e) changing the period at the end of subsection (b) of section 109, 
as revised, to a colon, and adding thereto the following: “And provided 
further, That the Administrator, in the operation of motor vehicle pools 
or systems, nay make provision for the furnishing, sale, and use of scrip, 
tokens, tickets, and similar devices for utilization in the transportation of 
property or passengers.” 

(f) deleting the word “and” before the word “repairing” in subsection 
(a) (1) of section 201 and inserting in said subsection after the word 
“converting” the following: “, maintenance and use of motor vehicles, and 
establishment and operation of motor vehicle pools or systems and pools 
of equipment for lease or rent to Federal agencies” 

(g) inserting after “facilities” in subsection (a) (2) of section 201 the 
following: “, pools of equipment for lease or rent to .’ederal agencies, and 
motor vehicles for the purpose of establishing and maintaining motor vehicle 
pools or systems to serve Federal agencies”. 

(h) by adding at the end of section 210 the following new subsection: 

“(f) Whenever an agency, in whole or in part, is required to move to 
another location, only such furniture and furnishings as the General Services 
Administration shall determine cannot more economically and efficiently be 
made available at the new location shall be moved. Remaining furniture 
and furnishings shall promptly be reported as excess property.” 

Mr. Larson. As you stated in your statement, Mr. Chairman, it has 
long been recognized in the Government, I think by everyone, that the 
greatest causes of deterioration of office furniture, particularly, are the 
numerous moves that have been requiregl. 

We have given a great deal of thought and study to this problem 
of moving, because it is expensive as it can be. It is expensive because 
you cannot make just one move and satisfy a given space situation. 

It is like knocking down a stack of dominoes; | mean it is sort of a 
chain reaction, because you do not deal with a lot of excess space 1M 
the Government. You do not just keep space, and should not keep 
it around to be absorbed, to satisfy the convenience of the agencies by 
wav of making moves for them. 

So when vou have to move or make a move for the convenience of an 
agency or for any other purpose it usually ends up in, at least, 10 
moves which means that furniture in 10 different locations has got 
to be moved. And it is that moving, that wear and tear on office furni- 
ture, that causes it to deteriorate and to have to be replaced more 
quickly. 

It is my personal feeling, and I think justified by experience—the 
long experience of the Public Buildings Service, both as a constituent 
part of General Services Administration and then its prior status in 
Federal Works, and before that in the Department of the Treasury— 
that it would be economical if Government space could be furnished in 
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accordance with certain standards and those furnishings remain in 
place, so that when an agency moved the only thing it moved would 
be the necessary records, personnel and, of course, certain types of 
equipment that are peculiar to the requirements of the particular 
functions that that agency or part of an agency would have to perform. 

There is some apprehension on the part of agencies and certain 
people within the Government that this is a far-reaching power, and 
the assumption is made that it would be abused or that it would result 
in great difficulty for the operating agencies. 

I, personally, cannot share that apprehension, because I cannot con- 
ceive of the property management agency that has the central author 
ity here using its power to the detriment of the agency involved. I 
just do not think that the General Services Administration could re- 
tain its powers very long if it indulged in arbitrarily depriving agen- 
cies of the tools that they needed to carry on their responsibilities. 
So much for the furniture control aspect of this. 

Mr. Houirietp. Before you leave that, 1 want you to testify on the 
controversy over accountability. 

As | understand it now each agency must be accountable to the 
General Accounting Office -for its furniture inventory. If this was 
changed, how would that accountability be determined ¢ 

Mr. Larson. This language has just been worked out. May I con- 
fer just a moment on that point ¢ 

Mr. Hourrierp. Yes. 

Mr. Larson. I want to get it specifically pointed out to me. 

Mr. Honirrenp. As 1 remember, that was one of the points of dif- 
ference in the agencies before when we discussed this. 

Mr. Larson. I think I have it clear now, Mr. Chairman. 

It is true that in the original bill as introduced by Mr. Brown the 
accountability would transfer, or would be transferred from the 
using agency to the custodian agency which would be General Services 
Administration. 

The proposed amended language retains that same principle. 

[t is felt that the custodian of the building, having the building in 
charge, that the furniture and the furnishings would be a part of the 
building, and that the General Services Administration would be 
responsible and accountable for the building and its furnishings. 

We think that is an improvement over the present system because 
of a lack of uniformity in property accounting systems that have grown 
up in the various agencies of the Government. 

The General Accounting Office and the General Services Adminis- 
tration working together have been trying to get a uniform system 
and have made progress in that connection. 

As a result of that experience we are convinced that it is not neces- 
sary to have an elaborate system of each piece of property being iden- 
tified and so forth. If there were 900 desks in a building under the 
custody of General Services Administration the superintendent of 
that building would be responsible to account at all times for 900 desks 
in that building. .And a simple inventory control system, available in 
each location is contemplated to carry out that responsibility. 

Of course, the using agency has some responsibility, also, insofar 
as the care of the furniture is concerned which would have to be 
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covered by regulations issued by the General Services Administration, 
after conference with the using agency. 

Mr. Hottriecp. If your comments on that particular point have 
been completed and in order to get a full picture of this accountability 
provision in the record I believe I will now ask Mr. Johnson from the 
General Accounting Office to come forward. You may remain in your 
seat, Mr. Larson. 

I would like to have your testimony on the point of accountability 
for the purposes of getting all of this together in the record at this 


point. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Houtriecp. Let us listen to the general policy statement of the 
ventlemen and the principles involved and then we will get down to 
the technical language. 

Mr. Johnson, will you give us the position of the ¢ ‘omptroller Gen 
eral on this account: ability provision ¢ I recognize it is an Important 
thing 1 In maintaining an accurate inventory. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES E. JOHNSON, LEGISLATIVE ATTORNEY, 
GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 


Mr. Jonnson. Mr. Chairman, I am Charles E. Johnson, legislative 
attorney of t he General Accounting Office. 

The exact definition of accountability has never been satisfactory in 
my mind. In the General Accounting Office we have always been 
concerned with the term “accountability” as applied to public funds. 
We have been dealers in the public moneys, rather than in public 
property. 

Prior to the enactment of Public Law 152, Eighty-first Congress, 
I do not believe there was any true accountability as we see it for pub- 
lic property, whether it be furniture or anything else. There was a 
responsibility that had grown sort of like Topsy in the Army and in 
the military, where the term “accountability” for property had a defi- 
nite meaning which was far different from any conce pt in the civilian 
agencies Soe or, perhaps, the executive officer in the usual! 
agency of the Government, the civilian agency, Was given custody and 
ontrol of all of th 7 rete rtyv and equipment Py the agency. He was 
responsible or had to respond to the head of that agency, and so far as 
I have been able to determine, to no one else. 

Perhaps in the budget presentation and the appropriations hearings 
each year this agency head would have to justify his requests for 
further property and perhaps state what his stewardship had been for 
the prec ‘eding per od. 

So when we arrived at the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act we, for the first time, I believe, had the framework for 
getting control of property. 

I want to make that distinction clear. 

Mr. Houtrtetp. You mean the Government had the means of getting 
control. You do not mean your agency, necessarily / 

Mr. Jounson. No. Each individual agency had been left to itself. 
I suppose there were more systems, as many systems as agencies and 
perhaps more, because some of the agencies had two or three systems 
and did not know what they were doing with the property. 
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The Federal Property and Adminitrative Services Act provided 
what. we deemed to be a proper framework for establishing control 
over Federal property in their respective fields; the General Services 
Administration, administrative as to management of property and, 
perhaps, the physical custody and utilization, was given broad author- 
ities; the Comptroller agency was given concomitant author- 
ity, so far as his responsiveness to Congress is concerned. He was 
authorized to establish or to promulgate principles and standards for 
these accounting systems for this property. 

The line of demarcation was very carefully drawn between our job 
and that of General Services Administration. 

We are still sticking, so far as thé General Accounting Office is 
concerned, to accountability on the concept that was established sev- 
eral hundred years ago, that all officers of the Government who are 
given public funds or who receive public funds are held strictly 
nccountable therefor. 

The word “accountability” has come to be a word of art in the lexicon 
of the accounting offices of the Government. There has been no such 
word in the lexicon of those responsible for property, that is, outside 
of the miltary agencies. 

So I believe that as Mr Brown's bill was drafted, perhaps the word 


“accountability” was not atallessential. To follow through the theory 


of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act the custody 
and control, the utilization and management of property should and 
will remain in the General Services Administrator, but unless and 
until we arrive at a point where we can have a definition of accounta 
bility as applied to property equal in weight with the definition of 
accountability applied to funds, we would do well to depart from this 
term as applied to property and remain with the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act. 

I think of it in terms of responsibility. 

We are now working, as Mr. Larson has indicated, toward a solu- 
tion to the joint problem of management and accounting for property 
as an asset of the Government. It is not a job that can be done in a 
day or a year or even 5 years. We have gone along with Federal 
property since the early days of the Government. There were no rea! 
accountings. 

I would suggest that we here and now leave out the word “accounta 
bility” in any consideration of property. That will put us back to 
where we are under the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act, leaving Mr. Lawson and his ageney and the General Accounting 
Office in their respect ive fields to a8) ahead and work it out administra 
tively. When and if the time comes that we can say this is what 
accountability for property means, I think we will bring in a recom- 
mendation to Congress. 

Mr. Houirieip. You have been unable to determine then the scope 
and meaning of the word “accountability” in its relation to personal 
property ¢‘ 

Mr. Jounson. We have not attempted it. sir. I looked up the defi 
nition of it the other day. I hope I may have that definition with me 

The sum and substance of the legal definition, and the dictionary 
definitions vary widely. It connotes liability—a liability to make a: 
accounting or justify your stewardship. The example is used in the 
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dictionary of each man in his own way is accountable to his God. 
That means, he is liable to report to his God what he has done during 
his life. 

Mr. Hortrtevp. As a matter of general principle you have no objec- 
tion to such responsibility as each agency has at ‘the-present time, 
leaving out the word “accountability” for the present, being trans- 
ferred to the General Services Administration as part of their 
function ? 

Mr. Jonnson. I could not go that far, Mr. Chairman. If we are 
speaking of the revised language, that is much closer to our position. 

The language in Mr. Brown’s bill we have felt. and have so testified, 
is entirely too broad. We run smack into a concept of agency respon- 
sibility. We feel that if the agencies are going to be responsible for 
carrying on their programs, then they have a very direct and definite 
interest in the tools of the trade, so to speak. * 

Mr. Hourrrerp. Let us carry that analogy a little further. We have 
taken away from those agencies the ¢ ‘ustody of their buildings. We 
have given that custody over to the General Services. 

Why should there be a line drawn between the building and the 
tools that are used in the building, to wit, the desks and the file-cab- 
inets and other things like that? Why does the General Accounting 
Office seek to draw a line between the building itself which has been 
transferred and the services of the building in the way of utilities. 
elevator service, and all of that sort of thing, and the other tools of 
the Government which happen to be furniture and office equipment, 
and so forth? 

Mr. Jonnson. I had not reached yet the point where we could close 
our minds to any suggestion. We are open to the suggestion. 

We realize, I st: pepe this one concept of : gency responsibility. 

We will call the agency responsibility, perhaps, the irresistible force. 

And on the othe side of the picture we have the waste and extrava- 
gance and damage to furniture and unsatisfactory conditions which 
one and all know exist. We will call that the immovable object. 

When the two meet we feel that one must give. 

So we have been open to suggestion. We do not feel that the im- 
movable object necessarily must remain so. We think there has been 
enough evidence of waste and extravagance and perhaps damage to at 
least explore this other field. 

The first exploratory measure was the custody of space. 

We think that under Mr. Reynolds that has worked out pretty well. 

I would like, also, to say, however, there is some line of demareation 
somewhere between your leasing of space, the use of vour space where- 
in you work, and the mechanics, the screw driver and the lathe and 
tools—somewhere between those two extremes there is a line of de- 
marcation beyond which we should not go in taking the tools of the 
trade away from your executive officer. 

Mr. Houirievp. Just a minute. Let us stop at that point. 

The utilization of desks and the chairs in my office, as far as I am 
concerned, are impersonal objects. They are necessary adjuncts to 
the room itseif. I see no reason why if the respons! ibility of furnish- 
ing furnished space is given to the General Services Administration, 
in the place of empty space, it would be so objectionable. You 
are differentiating between impersonal things, it seems to me, all 
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of which are tools of the service which the Government is attempting 
to render to the people. And when you draw the line between a desk, 
for instance, and the floor that it sets on, you are drawing a pretty 
thin line, it seem to me. 

Mr. Jounson. I had not yet said, sir, that we do draw that line there. 
I am trying to lay the ground work for the position of the General 
Accounting Office. This is largely moot now, because we have agreed 
with the proposition. I might say I was very much interested in this 
last year. We have had a lot of discussions at the General Accounting 
Office on this subject. 

So if we can get back to-our irresistible force and our immovable 
object, the immovable object of agency responsibility, in our mind, 
has had to give here because of the preponderance of evidence on 
the other side of the picture. We have facts. We know that the 
present situation is not good, but we felt that the language in Mr. 
Brown's bill and in similar bills, as I said on the Senate side, are cut 
ting off the arm because the finger hurts. 

We believe that headlong haste is dangerous, that we should crawl 
before we walk here and prove our point. 

There is a great deal of feeling in the 3 years under the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act. Lots of jobs, lots of 
responsibilities have been placed on the General Services Administra- 
tion. If we can prove our point beyond doubt by a test pattern, the 
General Accounting Office is certainly willing to go along with that. 

And we sat down with the General Services Administration’s people 
last vear and worked out language which is almost identical—at one 
time it was identical—with the new language appearing on page 3 of 
the substitute draft which I just received. 

Mr. Houirretp. All right. Let us refer directly to that. Am I to 
understand that you have participated in drawing up this substitute 
language ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. Not on this particular draft, but I believe identical 
language last year, with one minor change. 

Mr. Houirietp, Now refer to the section you wish to refer to. 

Mr. Jounson. It is section (h) of the draft proposed substitute 
language for H. R. 4924, appearing on page 3 of the draft. Shall I] 
quote it, sir? 

Mr. Houtrievp. Yes. 

Mr. JoHNson (reading) : 

Section 8, by adding at the end of section 210 the following new subsection: 

“(f) Whenever an agency, in whole or in part, is required to move to another 
location, only such furniture and furnishings as the General Services Administra- 
tion shall determine cannot more economically and efficiently be made available 
at the new location shall be moved. Remaining furniture and furnishings shall 
promptly be reported as excess property.” 

We are in entire accord with the principle embodied in that lan- 
guage, sir, except that one of our principal suggestions has been 
omitted. 

I would like to leave the matter open to seeking a solution. 

We agreed with that language in connection with the decentraliza- 
tion bill last year to set up a test, that is, whenever an agency, in whole 
or in part, is required to move to another location under the decen- 
tralization program proposition which contemplated that 50,000 jobs 
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would be moved in 3 years, that that would prove the point. Decen- 
tralization may be as dead as a dodo. So we are open to other sugges- 
tions along those lines, 

I do not believe we are too far apart. If it is the will of the Con- 
gress that the authority be conferred on the General Services Admin- 
istration to control the movement of furniture, we think that the basic 
policy is very sound. A desk in my office does not belong tome. I am 
perfectly happy to move to another location and leave my desk. I have 
no vested right. Many Federal employees think it is their personal 
property. 

No one who has moved has failed to come up with a piece of furni 
ture. We have got to recognize those facts. I would like to lay on the 
table a suggestion for possible requirement in this language or an 
agreement in the legislative history, perhaps, that the administration 
report back to this committee and perhaps to the Senate bill on the 


results. 

The General Accounting Office is not set up to police such an action 
or to evaluate performance. I do not know that the Bureau of the 
Budget would be, but we would like to have proof. 

This is a marked change from the existing procedures. 

We fear that in order to eliminate existing evils we may jump from 
the frying pan into the fire. And some of the agencies might be in- 
clined to drag their feet a little, even if this legislation were enacted. 

We can go for it on a joint proposition and come back to Congress, 
perhaps, and appraise the legislation or the history, so that the Gen 
eral Services Administration will report back with the understanding 
that if it does not work, let us get the legislation off the books and do 
something else. 

[ believe that the Comptroller General would certainly agree with 
that suggestion. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. I think that is a good suggestion. I would like to 
ask you to look at the word “determine” in line 5 of the substitute 
language and ask you what your attitude would be to include the 
following: 
and only such office equipment as the Administrator, after consultation with 
the hend of the agency concerned, shall determine 

That is an insertion there which differentiates between desks and 
typew riters and adding machines and that type of thing, S] ecialized 
equipment, which may be in many of these offices. 

Mr. JouHnson. I believe that to be a highly desirable provision. 

\t the Senate hearings last vear I believe both Mr. Elhott and I 
commented on the fact that some agencies had specialized equipment. 
Kxamples had been brought tO my attention of items that could be 
considered furniture in some person’s mind, but were actually special- 
ized—so highly specialized in the Treasury Department as to be under 
the category of equipment. Of course, this would be a further limita 
tion on the grant of that. 

And | think a sensible one in which the Administrator of Gen 
eral Services and the head of the executive agency certainly would 
see eye to eye for the benefit of the Government. 

Mr. Houtrievp. I think that our whole thought on this is not to put 
the General Services Administration into the moving-van business, but 
to prevent as much moving as possible. And this certainly enters into 
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the technical field of equipment which the agency itself would be more 
equipped to evaluate as to use and location, and so forth, than the 
service agency coming in to do a job of service. And it would appear 
to me that that would be a valuable insert in that language. 

Mr. Jornson. I believe that to be so. 

Mr. Hourrreny. Could I interpose a question at this time to Mr. 
Larson, and ask you, Mr. Larson, what would your attitude be to 
ward that insertion ¢ 

Mr. Larson. I think in hy testimony I referred to what I felt the 
responsibilities of General Services Administration would be in cat 
iving out the spirit of the Brown bill. 

I stated that it would be a matter for the Administrator to weigh 
with the head of the agency as to the equipment that could be con- 
sidered as necessary tools to that agency, As distinguished from 
common-use pieces of equipment. 

Mr. Houterenp. You would have no objection ¢ 

Mr. Larson. I would have no objection whatsoever. 

I might have misled the committee in my testimony as to the extent 


to which the General Services Administration takes accountability. 
\s this language which Mr. Johnson has read indicates, that is a 
progressive matter. The General Services Administration would 


only take accountability—and I use accountability, I am sure, in the 
inilitary sense, at least that is what it connotates to me—it would take 
accountability progressively as moves were required and as excesses 
were determined by the agency itself. 

Of course, General Services Administration has that responsibility 
now outside of the District of Columbia in all Government-owned 
buildings. In Government-owned buildings the furnishings are the 
property of the General Services Administration, because they have 
heen furnished with the building. It is only in the District of Co 
lumbia where that does not exist. And only in leased space, both in 
the District and outside of the District, where the agency exercices 
control, complete control, over what it determines to be its own 
property. 

Mr. Hourrieip. And in each case you, of course, carry regular books 
of inventory, and they are in the hands of officers who are accountable 
from the standpoint of what I as a merchant would ordinarily call 
accountability, the responsibility of having so many desks in their 
custody ¢ 

Mr. Larson. Yes. Someone has to answer for any shortages that 
come up as a result of inventories. That is what I mean by account- 
ability. The person who has to answer for that is the person ac- 
countable 

Mr. Houtrieip. That is right. That would be my interpretation 
of the word from a common use standpoint, certainly, and a practical 
standpoint. 

Mr. Larson. I think there is no question but what we can get to- 
vether with our friends in the General Accounting Office on this. It 
has long been a recognized problem within the Government. I feel 
that we have enough information as to the losses to the Government 
and the inefliciency in the present system to justify our taking steps 
that would at least tend to remedy this situation. I do not think that 
the implementation of such legislation should be arbitrary to the point 
of interfering with tools of the agency, as Mr. Johnson indicated. And 
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I think that this language which you have suggested would certainly 
give that assurance to every agency of the Government. 

Mr. Houtrietp. You would, of course, be perfectly willing to report 
back to the Congress at the conclusion of a year or 2 years’ trial of 
this program your evaluation of the worth of it to the Government, 
along with the General Accounting Office’s appraisal of its worth, 
would you not ¢ 

Mr. Larson. Certainly. I think we have that responsibility, any- 
way, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Houirievp. I think you do, too; in your annual reports. 

Mr. Larson. Or any other kind of report. 

Mr. Hourrietp. We would like to have that understood, of course. 

Before we leave this furniture section, we should like to hear from 
Mr. Merry, of the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. JOHNSON. | cid waht to Say before I finished that l have only 
been authorized by the Comptroller General this morning to go as 
far as the section which would provide a definite time limit for the 
trial period, so that [ do not want to commit the General Accounting 
Office on the language here. 

Mr. Houtrrenp. The new language which I suggested ? 

Mr. Jounson. No: the entire section, the proposition that there 
shall be complete control on moves has not been agreed to by the Comp 
troller General. 1 would have to pul the proposition before him. 

He has authorized me to say that he would agree with this proposi- 
tion, provided there was a definite time limit or a definite limitation 
to prove the success of the plan. 

Mr. Houtrrecp. Was that taken into consideration in his letter to 
the committee dated December 10? 

Mr. Jounson. Not definitely—not the exact proposition. 

Mr. Houtrrerp. Will you take that matter up W ith him and furnish 
the committee a letter on that point ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hotirtenp. You may remain at the table, Mr. Johnson, because 
I think we are going to go back and forth on this question. 

I would like to know. Mr. Johnson, if you have had access to this 
substitute language / 

Mr. Jounson. Just within the last half hour, sir. 

Mr. Hontrieip. So you have not had a chance to study it? 

Mr. Jomnson. Not on the automobiles. I have on the furniture. 

Mr. Houirrenp. All right. Will you also study this language and 
give us a letter giving a complete evaluation of this substitute lan- 
vunge ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. I will, sir. 

Mr. Houterecp. I will direct this question now to you, Mr. Merry. 


Have vou studied this substitute language / 


STATEMENT OF HENRY H. MERRY, STAFF MEMBER, BUREAU OF 
THE BUDGET 


Mr. Merry. Yes: I was there when it was drafted. 

Mr. Houtrtecrp. Did you participate in the drafting / 

Mr. Merry. That is right. I participated in the discussion. 

Mr. Houtrretp. Do you approve of the substitute language, that is, 
does the Bureau of the Budget / 
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Mr. Merry. Yes. 

Mr. Houirtep. Is there anything that you wish to add to what 
has been testified by Mr. Larson and Mr. Johnson / 

Mr. Merry. Not at the moment, I think not. I concur in the 
testimony. 

Mr. Houirietp. You concur in their testimony, in approval of the 
substitute language ¢ 

Mr. Merry. That is right. 

Mr. Houirieip. All right. Now, I think we should start in at the 
top of the substitute language and go down through it, Mr. Larson, 
with an analysis of where the changes are made in it, between that 
and the language of the Brown bill. .And we will finish the furniture 
section before we ret into the motor vehicle section. You may pro- 
ceed, either you or Mr. Elliott. 

Mr. Larson. I would like for Mr. Elliott to do that, because he can 
put his hand on the sections ot the original act more quickly Loan 
I can. 

Mr. Howir.evp. All right. (rive us a comparative analysis, Mr. 
Elliott, starting in with the first change in the proposed language be- 
tween that and the Brown bill. 

Mr. Larson. The Brown bill or the substitute bill takes up vehicles, 
also, first. 

Mr. Hourrtevp. It takes up what ? 

Mr. Larson. It takes up velicles first, does it not / 

Mr. Houirietp. Let us vo to the furniture—let us keep all of the 
testimony on furniture together. Go to that part of the bill which 
pertains to furniture. 

Mr. Exnuiorr. You wish at this time for me to consider the fu nit ure, 
is that correct ? 

Mr. Howterm.p. That is right. Let us keep all of the testimony on 
furniture together, and then we will put the motor vehicle testimony 
together, 

Mr. ELLIOT’. The salient difference between the Brown bill on 
furniture- 

Mr. Houten. First O1Vve the section that this amends of the origi- 
nal act. That is what Mr. Hoffman wanted. 

[am sorry that we did not take this up in a different order. We pos- 
sibly should have done so, because the bill takes passenger vehicles 
first and office furniture second, but somehow or other we got on to 
the oflice furniture and the equipment section. 

Mr. Exuiorr. In Mr. Brown’s bill it has been proposed to add two 
new sections to the Federal Property Act. 

One would be section 212 for the motor vehicles and the other see- 
tion 213 for furniture control. 

The substitute proposes to add furniture as a new subsection at the 
end of section 210. You will find the present section 210, sir, by 
reference to Public Law 754, Eighty-first Congress. 

If you will reeall, Public Law 754, Mr. Chairman, added a section 
210 relating to the operation of buildings with several subsections, of 
which the last was 210 (e), relating to the assignment of space. 

Mr. Houirrevp. Yes; this substitute language on page 3 of your 
substitute bill is the only addition / 
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Mr. Ex.iorr. That is correct; yes, sir. That would add a new sub 
section (f) following (e). We thought that was probably a more 
appropriate place, because this section 210 does relate to the operation 
of public buildings and furniture control as an incident to the opera- 
tion of public buildings. 

Mr. Houtrterp. How about the Brown bill ? 

Mr. Exxiorr. They had it as a separate section 213. 

Mr. Horirrevp. It is merely a relocation ? 

Mr. Exniorr. Yes. 

Mr. Houirrevp. As to the language, the actual language changes, the 
purpose and content of that change. 

Mr. Ex.sorr. The basic difference is this, in the Brown bill on the 
effective date of the act all furniture in all Government agencies. 
would have been transferred to the custody and control of the General 
Services Administration. 

Under our proposed substitute that does not happen. 

What would happen is that as we have to move into a new building 
and, to the extent the General Services Administration could provide 
furniture in the new space for the agency that was moving, General 
Services Administration would assume that custody and responsibility. 

Mr. Houirietp. Then there would be a gradual taking over of the 
function in your substitute language ? 

Mr. Exxniorr. That is correct. Let us suppose, to take an illus- 
tration, some OPS office, in Denver or San Francisco—let us say it is 
now several years from now, and OPS is being liquidated, and they 
are moving out of that space and they declare that furniture excess 
to us, which they would do under the provisions of existing law, and 
we find that that space is desirable to move the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue into, perhaps moving up from Sacramento or something of 
that sort. We have the furniture there, because it has been declared 
excess to us. 

It would be more economical to keep that furniture right there, so 
that we would move the Bureau of Internal Revenue into the furnished 
space. We would assume custody of that space. 

The furniture which the Bureau of Internal Revenue left behind 
under the last sentence of our substitute then would be referred to us 
us excess property. That is on a single two-agency move. 

As Mr. Larson pointed out in his illustration, some of these moves 
are like hitting a stack of dominoes, and they will fall down across 
the table. So that most of them, probably, would not be as simple 
as that. Somebody would move into the space vacated by the Internal 
Revenue in turn and it would, probably, be the agency at the bottom 
of the totem pole. The last one to move out would declare the furni- 
ture excess. 

Mr. Hourrrevp. All right. I am interested in your language on an- 
other point there. That was sugested to me by what you have said. 

If you are going to take over this function gradually, your language 
indicates in whole or in part as an agency is required to move to an- 
other location, you are not taking over the movements of furniture 
and equipment from office to office within the agency. 

Mr. Exuiorr. That is correct. 
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Mr. Houirrerp. And is it not true that most of the moving of fur- 
niture that now occurs is moving within an agency from office to 
oflice ¢ , 

Mr. Exuiwrr. I do not know whether we can say that it is the most. 

Mr. JENNINGS. There isa good bit of this moving within a build- 
ing, and I believe that is what you have in mind ¢ 

Mr. Houirirevp. That is right. I am thinking of dispensing with 
having a force of people. Let us just use the Department of Agri- 
culture down here, moving furniture from office to office within the 
building itself. Why should not those people move themselves and 
their peculiar equipment, if it is necessary? And, of course, their 
files. Naturally, they would have to take them along. Why should 
there not be some control over the moving of those common-use items, 
such as furniture and equipment, and so forth, at that point? In 
other words, it seems to me that you are precluding yourself from 
au great part of the work, a great part of the damage that is done 
in time and in expense in moving from office to office. 

Mr. Jennines. Yes, sir. I think you are correct in it and this lan- 
guage would not do that, but the committee that worked on this prob- 
lem thought they would move into it slowly and see how this whole 
problem worked out. I think eventually under this language you 
would accomplish what you have in mind, sir, because you would be 
picking up the furniture as they move from one building to another, 
then that furniture being the responsibility of General Services Ad- 
ministration, that determination would be made in any subsequent 
moves within that building. 

Mr. Houtrtecp. I cannot see that in your language. I cannot see 
where you have the authority. Let us have some testimony on that. 

Mr. Exxiorr. To go back to the illustration I gave you where we 
take over a new space, some agency moves out that is being liquidated, 
and we take the furniture in there, it is reported, and we move some- 
one in, the Bureau of Internal Revenue. At that point, as Mr. Jen- 
nings has indicated, that would then be furnished space provided by 
(ieneral Services Administration, in other words, we would have the 
responsibility for the space and the furniture in it just as well as for 
the light bulbs and for the radiators. And thereafter if the Bureau 
of Internal Revenue occupying that space had internal moves they 
could not move the furniture from room to room. We would have to 
move it. Any more than they could take a radiator out of one room 
and put it in another room. 

Mr. Houirtetp. I see what you mean, but that would only come 
ubout as the result of moving from building to building. 

Mr. Exxiorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Houiririp. All of these mammoth office structures here in 
Washington at the present time, the moving from office to office would 
just continue as now. 

Mr. Exuiorr. That is right. And as Mr. Jennings and Mr. Johnson 
indicated, this language like much of proposed language in legislation 
was a compromise between the views of not doing anything and the 
proposal in Mr. Brown’s bill that we take over everything now. 

In order to accomplish what you suggest, sir, I think you would have 
to go back to what Mr. Brown proposes in effect. 
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Mr. Horirrecp. With certain language such as has been suggested 
tc make it on a consultative basis in regard to equipment with the 
agency. 

Mr. Larson. I think, Mr. Chairman, if I may poimt out, the point 
vou raise is a valid one, but I do not think that it is one that we can do 
much about even if we had the full powers that would be extended 
under the Brown bill, because I think you are going to find as new 
fuces come tn and new responsibilities creep into an agency they do 
not creep in, they are legislated in—that you will find the people 
responsible for those programs feeling that it is their prerogative to 
arrange the conduct of their offices as they see fit. And I do not think 
it would be wise for an administrator of General Services Adminis- 
(ration to extend himself too far into such matters, unless and until 
they constitute very large expenditures of money, and then he would, 
even under his present powers, have the authority to question the 
expenditure of that money, because he has to furnish it and would 
be forced to do it. 

Mr. Hotrrierp. Would not your argument be just as valid in regard 
to those moves which have taken place where an agency moved from 
one building to another—would not thereafter the policy, the pro- 
gram of that agency come into just as much conflict as you envisage 
now would exist in moves within an agency / 

Mr. Larson. Not so much, because in the great majority of cases 
the movement from one building to another is at the request of the 
property custodian, namely the General Services Administration. 1 
mean, we have to make the building available, and we have to utilize 
the space that is vacated as the result of the move. Most of these 
moves are initiated by General Services Administration in order to 
take care of some space requirement. The moves within the building 
are usually left up to the agency head. And I think that they right- 
fully should be. 

Mr. Horirrerp. All right. At this time, to pin this down to a speci- 
fic example in the Department of Agriculture, the General Services 
Administration is now furnishing the janitor service, the elevator serv- 
ice, the utility services, and so forth, are they not / 

Mr. Larson. In those buildings for which it is responsible. 

Mr. Hortrreip. The janitor service that you are furnishing is, un- 
doubtedly, a group of movers to move furniture back and forth, so you 
are actually performing the moving function now, are you not? 

Mr. Larson. No: I do not think that that is a proper picture of the 
organization of building management. The maintenance of the build- 
ing, the cleaning and the repair and the operation of the essential 
utilities is performed by a regular staff. 

Any moving that is required to be done which requires equipment 
and manpower, a requisition has to be made and a central moving 
force is available for that. And to the extent that we control the 
work orders of that particular central moving force we do have some 
control over these interoflice moves. 

I wanted the record to show how I looked upon the responsibilities 
of the agency heads, so that there be no feeling here that we are seek- 
ing to arbitrarily interfere with the operations of an agency. 

Mr. Houtrretp. I understand that. Let me clear my own mind on 
this point. 
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The service staff again of the Department of Agriculture—so long 
as I have started using that as an illustration, I will continue—their 
salaries are charged up to the Agricultural appropriation / 

Mr. LARSON. No. 

Mr. Houirrerp. Then they are charged to yours, as I said in the 
first place. You do furnish that service to the Department of Ag- 
riculture. 

Mr. LARSON, This Is the rule we Yo by, in so far as moving is con 
cerned. 

Mr. Honirrenp. IT am asking about the sweeping of the floors, the 
operation of the elevators. That is your function, is it not? 

Mr. Larson. And those appropriations are justified by the General 
Services Administration. 

Mr. Houtrirecp. That is right. 

Mr. Larson. Or, at least, we attempt to justify them. 

Mr. Hoexuirietp. So your people are actually doing this interoftice 
moving now / 

Mr. Larson. That group does not engage in interoflice moving. 

Mr. Houiriebp. Who does—do they have a separate staff / 

Mr. Larson. There is a central group of movers here in the District 
and in every other Federal center where the population is sufficient 
to justify it. 

Mr. Houtrretp. Who controls? 

Mr. Larson. The Public Buildings Service. 

Mr. Houirrenp. Which is part of your organization ¢ 

Mr. Larson. That is right. However, that is financed partly by 
appropriations justified by the General Services Administration and 
partly by appropriations justified by the agency. 

Here is the line ot demarcation: iT the move is fol the convenience 
of the particular agency involved, then that agency must justify the 
move and must pay for it out of funds which it justifies. 

If the move is for the convenient e or for the economy of the over 
all Government operation in property management as General Services 
Administration is required to operate, then GSA is required to justify 
the funds for that kind of a move. There is that important cistine- 
tion which, I think, is a practical one. And I cannot think of any 
improvement over that kind of an arrangement. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. From what kind of an appropriation within a de 
partment itself would such expense be taken ¢ 

Mr. [LLARSON. Well. there is an old appropriation heading | have 
forgotten the code number of it. but it has been the subject of some 
speculation, I have noticed, in the press it is called “Transportation 
of things.” That is one item of appropriation, thre transportation of 
things. 

Mrs. Cuvurcnu. In other words, going back to Mr. Holifield’s illustra- 
tion about the Agricultural: Department, there would be something 
within the budget of that Department for the transportation of 
things ¢ 

Mr. Larson. That is right. That is all-inclusive. That means that 
if the Department of Agriculture needed to ship particular supplies 
like laboratory equipment or any of its special equipment, from one 
point to another. it would also pay for that shipping out of that 
appropriation. , 
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All shipping of personal property is normally included in that 
general appropriation heading. My experts will correct me if I am 
wrong here. 

Mr. Houirtetp. That clarifies that point in my mind. I find it a 
little difficult to follow these complicated procedures sometimes. 

Mr. Larson. It is difficult even when you live with them every 
day. 

Mr. Houtrtetp. I want to compliment you on being able to answer 
a question like that which is technical. 

Mr. Larson. I had better rest on my laurels then, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hourrievp. I mean, without referring to your experts. 

I think we have the picture pretty well of your substitute language 
in comparison with Mr. Brown's language and we will have to consider 
further that point in executive session. 


MOTOR VEHICLES 


I want to get to the motor-vehicle department next. Mr. Hoffman 
has expressed a wish to be here. I wonder if we can locate him and 
find out if he is available to be here. Some time ago he said that he 
was particularly interested in that. I think that he found some 
Government car out close to his favorite fishing hole that he wants 
to make some comment on. 

Mr. Larson. That must have been the Fish and Wildlife. 

Mr. Houirtetp. We will proceed. Mr. Hoffman finds himself un- 
able to be here. We will start in then at the beginning of the bill, 
Mr. Elliott, and we will go down through the changes between this 
bill and the Brown bill in regard to the motor vehicles. 

Mr. Exuiorr. Yes, sir. Mr. Brown’s bill would have added a new 
section 212. 

The present section 211, if you will recall, relates to motor-vehicle 
identification. 

Mr. Houirrevp. That is in Public Law 754? 

Mr. Exxiorr. That is in 754; yes, sir. 

That has a single section. That would vest in General Services the 
functions with respect to acquiring passenger-carrying motor vehicles 
which, incidentally, we have already as part of our general powers to 
procure personal property and, also, all functions with respect to 
assigning and reassigning such vehicles for use. 

That would mean that GSA would have the responsibility, as we 
look at it, to police the detailed use of all passenger-carrying vehicles. 

Mr. Houtrietp. That is as provided in the Brown bill? 

Mr. Exuiorr. Yes, sir. 

To explain what the substitute does, I really ought to take it a little 
bit in reverse, sir. The substitute is drawn, according to the changes 
that are required in Public Law 152, in numerical order of sections. 

Mr. Houirrecp. All right, then you have readjusted it from a tech- 
nical standpoint to fit into the existing basic legislation ? 

Mr. Exuuiorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Howirteip. So it is a better job of draftsmanship in considera- 
tion of your substitute ? 

Mr. Exwsorr. That is right, sir. 
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Mr. Houtrieip. Let us not become befuddled on technicalities. Let 
us get to the content of it as quickly as possible so that we can under- 
stand the difference between the substitute and the original bill. 

Mr. Exuiorr. All right, sir. 

Under 201 (a) (1), on the substitute language, you will find sub- 
paragraph (f) at the bottom of page 2. We provide that the Admin- 
istrator will have the authority to prescribe policies and the methods 
for the maintenance and use of motor vehicles and the establishment 
of the operation of motor-vehicle pools. 

Then we make an amendment to 201 (a) (2) which provides that 
the Administrator will have the authority to operate motor pools and 
to take over from agencies motor vehicles that they now have for the 
purpose of operating a motor pool. 

We now have the authority under 201 (a) (2) to take over ware- 
houses, supply centers, and repair shops from other agencies and 
operate them on a consolidated basis. 

The effect of this language would permit us to take over motor 
vehicles from the agencies. 

Mr. Howirietp. Would that be on a mandatory basis? 

Mr. Exuiorr. Yes, sir. We would have the authority to do that, but 
only for the purpose of running a motor pool. 

Mr. Houtrretp. Not for complete control of every function and every 
hour’s use, and so forth ¢ 

Mr. Exxiorr. That is correct. 

Mr. Houtrtevp. In other words, your main difference then is that in 
place of taking over full responsibility and full custody for full use of 
individual motor vehicles you, in your substitute language, are taking 
over only such vehicles and providing such service as can be done by 
motor-pool arrangements ¢ 

Mr. Exuiorr. That is correct. And only because section 201 reads 
this way, only when the Administrator, after he has consulted with 
other agencies, has determined that the take-over of these vehicles and 
the operation of a motor pool is advantageous to the Government in 
terms of economy, elliciency, or service. 

So he first has to make a determination in Denver, let us say, that it 
would be more efficient and economical for the Government to have a 
Government-wide motor pool than for the agencies to operate their 
own vehicles. 

Mr. Hotirretp. What is the reasoning back of that? Let us find 
out where you came to that conclusion. 

Mr. Exuiorr. All right, sir. I want to interpolate one thing. 

Mr. Brown’s bill was limited to passenger-carrying motor vehicles. 
The substitute is broader, in the sense that it relates to passenger- 
carrying vehicles and trucks. 

I would like, Mr. Larson, if it would be agreeable to the chairman, 
to have Mr. Hanson explain in detail how this San Francisco pool has 
worked. 

Mr. Larson. I think that maybe we might get an over-all statement 
as to why the Agency is supporting this legislation, why it feels that 
this is necessary to carry out the purposes of the Property Management 


Act. 
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As the committee well knows, the matter of the use of Government 
vehicles, particularly passenger-carrying vehicles—but the same thing 
applies to trucks—bas been open to public criticism and criticism by 
the Congress because of a feeling that the privilege of using this 
Government property has been abused by individuals, and in some 
cases by agencies or parts of agencies. 

The Government has grown so big and so complex that it is almost 
impossible for the Congress or anyone else to properly ride herd on 
the use of these vehicles. And Congress in Public Law 600, as you 
indicated in your opening statement, has made it the responsibility 
of the agency head. However, because of the size of the Government 
and because of the transportation job within the Government. the 
number of vehicles tends to increase rather than decrease. 

As a part of our responsibility under our general property manage- 
ment charter we have made a study of this motor-vehicle problem and 
we have definitely come to the conclusion that economy can be attaimed 
and service can still be rendered through the pooling of motor vehicles 
and operating them on a pool basis which is nothing more nor less 
than what every large organization that has transportation problems 
and motor vehicles has found out. 

It is particularly complex within the Government, however, because 
of the varying types of responsibility which agencies have. There 
are certain types of vehicles that are absolutely necessary in the per- 
formance of the job. A job cannot be performed without it. That is 
the matter of patrolling, the matter of traveling over certain routes 
and areas, and that sort of thing. 

However, the general transportation problem, to get Government 
officers and employees from one point to another, in order that busi- 
ness may be transacted, lends itself to pool operation. It has been 
demonstrated in the military establishments that the pooling of ad- 
ministrative vehicles is economical both in manpower and in vehicles, 
and that service can be rendered and that service will not be hurt. 

In Washington here the Department of State has conducted—and 
we have been an interested observer and consultant with them in con- 
ducting an experiment in pooling vehicles. It has been eminently 
successful. 

Those vehicles are being controlled by a radio. It has reduced the 
requirements of the State Department, insofar as number of vehicles 
and drivers are concerned and has given really better service. 

I think, however, the outstanding experiment that has been con- 
ducted in this connection has been out at San Francisco, which has a 
rather large concentration of Government personnel, and there both 
the civilian agencies and the military agencies have reached among 
themselves a pooling agreement and radio control of administrative 
vehicles that has materially reduced the number of vehicles that for- 
merly were used in this capacity. 

You can appreciate the fact that having a driver stand by to take 
employees of the GSA from the GSA building between Eighteenth 
and Nineteenth and New York and E over to Seventh and D SW. is 
an expensive thing, if you just have a vehicle stand by for that pur- 
pose, but on a pool basis where certain of these vehicles can run a 
regular route and run a schedule we have found in our own agency 





FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES ACT 95 


that we can get along with one vehicle where, otherwise, it might 
require five vehicles. 

Mr. Houirietp. You suggest handling it like the taxicab companies 
and handling their assignment of duties. by two-way radio ¢ 

Mr. Larson. If it is big enough, and if the workload is big enough, 
you can do it by two-way radio, or it might justify being done by 
telephone. There is another aspect of the pool and that is regular 
routes, where you dispatch a passenger-carrying vehicle over a route 
and it makes that route continuously. 

Mr. Houtrinip. That is more of an interagency bus service. 

Mr. Larson. I wanted to bring that in, because that is what we have 
in mind here, and that is an integral part of the improvement of the 
use of passenger-carrying vehicles in the sense that I have indicated. 

Mr. Houirievp. Your operation in San Francisco is a radio opera- 
tion, is it not? 

Mr. Larson. Yes; to a certain extent. 

Mr. Horirieip. The pool there is a combination of civilian Govern- 
ment cars and military ? 

Mr. Larson. Yes. We can have a member of our staff, as Mr. El- 
lott indicated, give you some information on that. 

Mr. Hourre.p. Mr. Bradford, your regional director out there, 
whom I want to compliment you on having, is a man who is aggres- 
sive in trying to perfect these systems of economy for the Govern- 
ment. He wrote me in regard to this particular arrangement. I 
think the committee would find it interesting to have in the record a 
brief summary by your expert on that. 

Mr. Larson. There is just one other point in general, and then I 
will turn it over to the expert, that is, as Mr. Elliott pointed out, this 
includes trucks as well. 

In certain areas of the country, particularly in those areas where 
you have to truck over large distances, we have found in our study 
of the Denver area, for instance, that a pooling of trucks can be 
highly economical to the Government. 

There is no need for the Department of the Interior, the Reclama- 
tion Service, to invest its funds in a $4,000 heavy-duty truck that it 
uses maybe 2 days a week and the Forest Service have an identical 
truck or a heavy-duty truck which it might use not more than 2 days a 
week. A central pool of one heavy-duty truck might take care of the 
needs of both of those agencies in a particular area. Those are the 
poss? bilities. 

Cf course, that extends into other large items of equipment. 

I have personally felt for a long time that that is an area in which 
the General Services Administration must move if it is to carry out 
what Congress expected it to do. 

Mr. Hoxirretp. Before we leave that, the language of the substi- 
tute broadens the passenger-carrying vehicles to trucks and busses? 

Mr. Larson. Motor vehicles. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. You might say all kinds of motor vehicles? 

Mr. Larson. That is right. 

Mr. Houtrretp. That is an improvement, in my opinion. 

Mr. Burnsipe. Are you contemplating doing repair on these in the 
pool ¢ 
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Mr. Larson. We have that authority now, as Mr. Elliott pointed 
out. We have not been able to get that financed to the extent we think 
it is justified, but we are slowly making some progress. 

Mr. Burnsipe. You would be able to buy the equipment for the 
trucks and the cars on the wholesale basis in some areas where they 
are now getting them on a retail basis. 

Mr. Larson. I think, so far as the vehicles are concerned, it is man- 
datory that they be bought now, so far as the civilian agencies are 
concerned, through General Services Administration. 

Mr. Burnsing. I did not mean that. I know that. But I am think- 
ing now in terms of parts for those vehicles in your repair centers 
You can buy them. If you pool them, you could buy on a wholesale 
basis in place of a retail basis. 

Mr. Larson. Where the workload justifies it, of course. Where 
you have isolated use of a car it may be more economical and prob- 
ably would be to use the local resources rather than otherwise. 

Mrs. Cuurcnu. I want to ask him, if I may, whether the adoption 
of the pool method helps the control of the illegitimate use of cars? 

Mr. Larson. It would absolutely control the unofficial use of 
Government vehicles, because the vehicles would be brought into 
the pool. Of course, as I say, there will be exceptions made 
there will have to be—because there are certain types of responsibili- 
ties where the individual that performs those responsibilities would 
have to have at all times control of that vehicle. 

Mr. Houirretp. And a county agricultural agent who has to travel 
over a wide area and talk to the farmers, would have to have his 
own car. 

Mr. Larson. You could not pool that. 

Mr. Burnsiper. For instance, in a liquor investigation, that type of 
thing, such as the Alcohol Tax Unit. 

Mr. Houtrretp. You would not attempt to go into the FBI or the 
CIA or the Atomic Energy with this type of program / 

Mr. Larson. Under our present authority, so far as identification 
is concerned, Congress gave us the right to exempt and that Is one of 
the categories which we exempt from the requirement of identification 
of the vehicle. 

Mrs. Cuvurcn. In general, where are these vehicles housed at night, 
under your control or under the control of the individual who has the 
daytime use of it? I am not referring to the pool but to those cars 
outside of the pool, 

Mr. Larson. Generally speaking, they are motor vehicles in the 
Government that are housed by the agency that owns them or under 
such arrangement as the agency that has title to the vehicle might set 
up. Itmight be that they would leave it in the hands of the individual 
or might have a central point where the cars have to be brought at 
night. 

Here in the District we do provide centrally some storage space for 
Government vehicles. 

I would say that includes most of the passenger-carrying vehicles 
where they are in a garage at night, but even though they are in that 
garage they are not under the control of the General Services Ad- 
ministration in operating the garage. 
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Mr. Howirterp. I would like to just have a brief summary of this 

San Francisco operation, because I think it is typical of operations 
th: at could be put into existence all over the country. 

Mr. Exxiorr. I wonder, before Mr. Hanson does that, if I could 
make one comment which will complete the analysis of the substitute 
bill and will also shed some light on Mrs. Church’s question. 

The balance of the amendments that are in the first page and the 
balance of the second page are all designed to permit these pools to 
be operated on a self-sustaining basis, in other words the agencies 
would pay for the transportation. We would bill the agencies and 
they would reimburse us. That, in part, is some of the control, be- 
cause they have to pay for it. 

And in that connection the substitute provides that we may, in 
charging the agencies, use systems of scrip or tokens or tickets. That 
is something that the public transportation people do every day. I 
meah you have streetcar tokens. 

Mr. Houirrecp. And the drivers of these vehicles, of course, would 
owe their allegiance to the central pool authority and not to the in- 
dividual who might be using the passenger vehicle for a half hour or 
an hour or 2 hours. 

Mr. Ex.iorr. That is correct. He would either have to make a 
note of the passenger or take a token, depending on what system is 
used, 

Mr. Houtrienp. Undoubtedly if the Government employee was mis- 
using the vehicle during that period, there is no doubt but what this 
driver of the vehicle would feel a necessity of reporting that; prob 
ably would have regulations that he should report the improper use. 

Mr. Exasorr. That is correct. 

Mr. Houtrievp. Of scrip by Government employees. 

Mr. Exutorr. That is correct. And if the streetcar companies can 
police the use of scrip or tokens, why I think we could, also. 

Mr. Howrrrevp. ape you through, Mr. Elliott, on that point ¢ 

Mr. Exuiorr. Yes, s 

Mr. Howrrievp. ry us have this gentleman who knows the San 
Francisco situation give us a little information. 

Will you identify yourself for the record ¢ 

Mr. Hanson. Mr. Chairman, I am J. B. Hanson, with the General 
Services Administration. 

Among the investigations that we have made is the one in San 
Francisco with which Iam personally familiar and made last summer. 

About 2 years ago the Navy, in casting around for a more economical 
manner of handling their transportation, primarily in personnel, 
brought together most of the passenger-carrying elements that were 
being dispatched to haul officers and other Navy personnel into one 
pool. They then moved on to radio control of the pool, 

And at this time they are now handling the load they originally had 
plus a considerable addition from other elements of the military and 
a certain amount of, you might say, courtesy work for the civilian 
agencies where they can work it in. 

The original number of vehicles has been reduced to approximate ‘ly 
25 or 30 percent of what they originally had to handle this load. 

In June they had 23 vehicles. These vehicles made over 5,000 trips. 
They carried over 10,000 passengers. They had an average of pas- 
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senger-carrying capacity each day of 17.5 people which gave them 
miles per vehicle traveled in the month of June of a little over 4,000 
miles or a trifle over 160 miles per day. 

That in itself compares very favorably with the average pool. The 
national average, for instance, on all of our passenger-carrying auto- 
mobiles is only about 42 miles per day as against 160 operated out 
of the pool. 

The national average in an average motor pool operated on a drive- 
yourself basis or a dispatch basis, without radio control, falls well 
below 60 miles a day. I am speaking of a comparable metropolitan 
area. 

And the number of passengers also falls considerably below that, a 
figure of 17.5. 

This pool is radio controlled. 

I think perhaps a slight review of it, which is perhaps familiar to 
everybody, may answer a few of the questions that are in some minds, 
For instance, the use of the vehicle—the dispatcher knows at all times 
exactly where the vehicle is. The man leaves Seventh and G Streets, 
for instance, and he notifies the dispate her that he is leaving there, 
he is going over to another address. The dispatcher moves a mag- 
netic symbol of the car on the board. He knows approximately how 
long it takes that man to get there. He is ready for the man when 
he calls in. He has another trip for him. That eliminates unneces- 
sary mileage. 

Personally, I reviewed the operation of the board for a considerable 
length of time and was very surprised at the short length of time 
between deliveries and pick-ups. 

And the 23 vehicles covered the complete metropolitan area of the 
bay region with a high average passenger-carrying capacity. 

Operating a truck pool would not operate ex xactly on that basis. 
There you would dispatch them on dispatch tickets for definite jobs 
or for definite assignments, and you would have a different method 
of operation entirely than you would with the passenger-carrying 
vehicles. 

Likewise, many of the vehicles that we have in our fleet are assigned 
necessarily to functional requirements, and as we brought out here 
would not be susceptible to pooling of vehicles. 

If there are any questions I can answer on that, sir, I would be glad 
to try to do so. 

Mr. Hortrretp. I can think of several myself. 

In the first place, are you eT a bus as well as individual 
passenger-carrying vehicles in the San Francisco area, an inter ragency 
bus line? 

Mr. Hanson. No; there is no interagency bus line in San Francisco. 

Mr. Hotirrerp. Will you tell me what services are cooperating in 
this pool? 

Mr. Hanson. The military services are the primary ones who are 
cooperating in it, and insofar as possible General Services Administra- 
tion is wor king with them and, also, some of the others. 

Mr. Hoxrrretp. How is the dispatching done of the military and 
civilian drivers? 
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Mr. Hanson. Perhaps I should clarify my previous answer. The 
participation by the civilian agencies is only to the extent that mili- 
tary can handle civilian workload. The drivers are all on military 
payrolls and they are all hired out of*the central location. For in- 
stance, the Marine Corps has assigned cars to the organization. They 
did that when they moved into it. I think it was one or two cars. 

The drivers are handled through the central organization. They 
are all under one central control. 

Mr. Houirrevcp. Has the General Services Administration assigned 
civilian cars ¢ 

Mr. Hanson. No, sir. 

Mr. Hoxtrtetp. To the military pool? 

Mr. Hanson. Not at this time, sir. 

Mr. Hotirreip. Then in what way are they cooperating ¢ 

Mr. Hanson. The cooperation has been through mutual studies of 
the problem and an attempt to work out a greater mutual use. 

At the present time you might say the cooperation is slightly one- 
sided in that. we are availing ourselves of their services, and in return 
are giving them the benefits of some of our truck usage, and so forth. 

Mr. Hoxirienp. It would have to continue in the future, because of 
the elimination of the defense agencies from these pools. Along that 
line, that would not be a truly integrated passenger-vehicle operation 
between the military and the civilian agencies, would it? 

Mr. Hanson. It could be, sir. 

Mr. Hortrretp. It could be by mutual agreement ? 

Mr. Hanson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hotirretp. But the bill itself eliminates the defense agencies, 
I believe. 

Mr. Exuiorr. No, sir; it does not. 

Mr. Houtrieip. Then on a consultative basis you could establish 
these pools to carry the military and the civilian load within a pool 
area ¢ 

Mr. Ex.iorr. That is correct. 

Mr. Hottrrevp. I think that gives us a picture of that situation 
there. 

Is there anything further, Mr. Elliott, that you want to testify 
to on these differences ? 

Mr. Extrorr. No: I do not think so, sir. 

I did not go into detail, because the others are technical. But, as 
I said before, the effect of the amendments on page 1 and the first part 
of page 2 are to provide that these pools will be run out of the general 
supply fund, and that we will get reimbursement from the agencies 
for the cost of the transportation. 

Mr. Howtrrerp. What would be the ownership status of the cars 
under your proposed bill ? 

Mr. Exuiorr. That would be in General Services. That is where 
we establish the motor-vehicle pool and take over the vehicles. 

Mr. Houirrenp. Then you would be in the position that where in- 
dividual agency cars would be transferred, the title would be trans- 
ferred to the General Services Administration ? 

Mr. Exuiorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Howtrretp. How would you compensate for that from a budget 
standpoint ¢ 
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Mr. Exuiorr. As I recall, we would, where we make a determination 
now under 201 (a) (2) of the act, to take over a repair shop or a ware- 
house, for instance, this would have the same effect. Section 107 
(b) of the act provides that when other functions are transferred to 
General Services from any Federal agency under section 201 (a) (2) 
there shal] be transferred such records, property, personnel appropria- 
tions, allocations and other funds of such agency to General Services 
Administration as the Director of the Bureau of the Budget shall 
determine to relate primarily to the functions so transferred. 

Mr. Larson. It is not contemplated there would be reimbursement 
for vehicles taken. It is a function that is taken over and service 
would be performed in return. As Mr. Elliott pointed out in his 
explanation of the bill, these pools would be operated through capital 
provided in the general supply fund, and these vehicles would go into 
the capital improvement account, the property account of the general 
supply fund. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. Is there any comment on that from the Budget 
Bureau ? 

Mr. Merry. I see no objection to that. That, in fact is probably 
the proper way to handle it. 

Mr. Houtrreip. Would you like to comment on that, Mr. Johnson? 

Mr. Jounson. Not on that phase, sir. I think I concur with Mr. 
Merry’s remarks. 

Mr. Houtrrerp. I think that we can close the hearings at this time 
on this matter with the request that a full analysis be given by Mr. 
Elliott to the staff of each section of this proposed substitute bill. 

Mr. Exssorr. Yes, sir. 


SPACE ASSIGNMENT 


Mr. Hortrtevp. I shall proceed to another matter relating to space 
assignment. 

I received an anonymons letter and attached to this anonymous 
letter is a memorandum, No. 43, of the Washington Finance Office, 
United States Army, Washington, D. C., dated January 25, 1952. It 
reads as follows: 


1. It is the policy of this office to keep all employees informed of plans which 
may affect their livelihood. In accordance with this policy, the following in- 
formation is provided. The Transportation Division and Retired Pay branch 
of this Office will be transferred to Indianapolis, Ind., this year. This move 
will be accomplished by October 31, 1952. It is not known at this time which of 
these organizations will be transferred first. 

2. The decision to move these two segments to Indianapolis was made at the 
Department of Defense level in connection with the decentralization program. 
It is not contemplated that any other components of the Washington Finance 
Office will be tranferred. 

3. Pending the completion in the summer of 1953 of the new Army Finance 
Center Building at Fort Benjamin Harrison, Ind., building space is being 
leased in downtown Indianapolis to accommodate these two organizations. 
When the new building is completed at Fort Benjamin Harrison, these organiza- 
tions will be relocated there. 

4. Naturally, it is desirable that employees in the Transportation Division 
and Retired Pay Branch accept transfer to Indianapolis. Your experience and 
specialized abilities are very much needed in these critical times, both to assist in 
relocating these offices without disrupting their vital defense services, and to 
continue the work after relocation. 
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5. For those of you who choose to accept transfer, every effort will be made 
to assist you in making the move with a minimum of inconvenience. For ex- 
ample: We have been advised by housing authorities at Indianapolis that many 
units, apartments, and separate homes, are programed for construction this 
spring and earmarked for Federal employees. Still further plans are on the 
dr: awings boards. 

6. You, also, are aware that there are regulations permitting the transportation 
of dependents and household goods at Government expense. 

7. The above information is all that is available at this time. From time to 
time, as information is made available, you will be further advised. 

GEORGE W, STUDEBAKER, 
Colonel, C. F., Finance Officer. Distribution C. 

I realize that this is a defense matter, but on the basis of para- 
graph 3 which said that building space is now being leased in down- 
town Indianapolis to accommodate these organizations pending the 
completion in the summer of 1953 of the new Army Finance Center 
building I thought possibly that General Services Administration 
might be involved as the leasing agent. 

I would like to note the points in this letter which, as I say, is a 
typewritten letter, a copy of one sent to Senator Byrd, dated Fe ‘bruar y 
11, and it says: 

Dear Senator Byrrp: Knowing and greatly admiring your efforts to eliminate 
needless Government expenditures, | am hopeful you will make inquiry into what 
appears to be an unwarranted expense contemplated by the Department of the 
Army. 

It has been announced that the Army Transportation Division, Washington 
Finance Office, is to be moved from Washington during 1952 into leased office 
space in Indianapolis. These offices will be occupied by the unit only until 
permanent quarters at Fort Benjamin Harrison are made ready early in 1953. 

By postponing a move until the permanent quarters are ready, the Govern- 
ment will save the considerable expense involved in twice removing, trans- 
porting, and reinstalling heavy IBM machines and other equipment. Since the 
unit is now located in Government-owned temporary buildings here the expense 
of leased space also would be eliminated. 

In the sincere hope my suggestion may further in some degree your worthy 
efforts to effect economies in Government spending, 

I am, sincerely yours. 

First, have you been requested by the Defense Department to lease 
space in Indianapolis for these two divisions ? 

Mr. Larson. We have not received such an official request as would 
be required for us to act. If we did receive such an official request, of 
course we would act because we would not question the determination 
as to the desirability or the convenience to the Government of such a 
move since very elaborate procedures have been set up for determining 
that both in the Department of Defense and by the Congress itself. 

$y resolution the Congress now requires that any moves by the 
Department of Defense or any constituent parts of the Department of 
Defense for administrative purposes over a certain amount of floor 
space must receive the approval of the respective Armed Services Com- 
mittees of the two Houses. 

Mr. Houtrtetp. So you have nothing to do in determining the policy 
of this?) You would merely function under the agreements as a leasing 
agent, and this matter should be taken up more properly with the 
Armed Services Committee ? 

Mr. Larson. I should think so, Mr. Chairman. We feel that with 
the procedures set up for determining that, that it would be not only 
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inefficient but undesirable for us to further question the requests of 
the Department. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. Well, that is fine. I just wanted to determine the 
responsibility. 

Mr. Larson. It is our information that the Armed Services Com- 
mittee is considering this particular project at this time. 

Mr. Houtrtevp. Is there any other Government agency represented 
here that would like to testify on this bill? 

Mr. Jonmnson. The General Accounting Office would like time to 
analyze the new proposal. Iam unable to testify or make any remarks 
on the new proposal which is a new concept to us. 

Do we have the leave of the committee to examine the General 
Services Administration’s new language on that ? 

Mr. Houirrecp. You certainly do, and the committee would welcome 
an analysis from your standpoint and the attitude of the General Ac- 
counting Office on this legislation as soon as you can give it to us so 
that we can include it in the record. 

Mr. Jounson. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. Thank you all very much. 

We will stand adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the subcommittee adjourned. ) 
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APPENDIx A—LEASE PURCHASE AGREEMENTS 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BunpGET, 
Washington, D. C., June 22, 1951 
Hon. Wiit1am L. DAWSON, ; 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. CO. 
My Dear Mr. CuairMan: This will acknowledge your letter of June 7, 1951, 


inviting the Bureau of the Budget to comment on H. R. 4323, a bill, “To amend 


the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, to 
authorize the Administrator of General Services to enter into lease-purchase 
agreements to provide for the lease to the United States of real property and 
structures for terms of more than 5 years but not in excess of 25 years and for 
acquisition of title to such properties and structures by the United States at or 
before the expiration of the lease terms, and for other purposes. 
The Bureau of the Budget sees no reason why your committee should not give 
favorable consideration to this proposal. 
Sincerely yours, 


F. J. Lawton, Director. 





GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, 
COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, August 3, 1951. 
Hon. Witt1am L. DAWSON, 
Chairman, Committtee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
House of Representatives. 

My DrAr Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your letter of June 7, 1951, 
acknowledged by telephone June 11, requesting a report on H. R. 4823, entitled 
“A bill to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, 
as amended, to authorize the Administrator of General Services to enter into 
lease-purchase agreements to provide for the lease to the United States of real 
property and structures for terms of more than 5 years but not in excess of 25 
years and for acquisition of title to such properties and structures by the United 
States at or before the expiration of the lease terms, and for other purposes.” 

The bill would further amend the Federal Property and Administrative Sevy- 
ices Act of 1949, as amended, by (a) redesignating sections 211 and 212 as see- 
tions 212 and 215, respectively, and wherever such section numbers appear in the 
original act, as amended, they would be amended to conform to the redesignation 
as prescribed by ()) inserting in the table of contents appearing in the first 
section of the act, as amended, immediately after the line in which “Sec. 210” 
appears, the following: “Sec. 211. Lease-purchase agreements”; and inserting 
immediately after section 210 of the act, as amended, a new section 211, headed 
“Lease-purchase agreements.” 

Subparagraph (a) of the new section 211 would authorize the Administrator 
of General Services to obtain and provide space for the accommodation of the 
activities of the Government both in and outside the District of Columbia, and in 
the Territories and possessions of the United States including, with the approval 
of the Postmaster General, activities of the Post Office Department. Acquisition 
of the space would be accomplished by the negotiation and execution of lease- 
purchase agreements “which may exceed 5 years but shall not exceed 25 yeurs 
and which shall provide in each case for acquisition of title to the property by 
the United States at or before the expiration of the leasehold term and upon ful- 
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fillment of the terms and conditions stipulated in each of such lease-purchase 
agreements.” 

The foregoing authority would be subject to determination by the Administrator 
that (1) the needs of the activities of the Federal Government, except for the 
needs of the Post Office Department as the Postmaster is authorized to meet, in 
any particular area cannot be satisfied by utilization of any existing property 
suitable for the purpose then owned by the Government, and (2) the best interests 
of the Government will be served by obtaining and providing space as proposed. 
Such authority would be without regard to the provisions of section 4 of the aet 
of June 14, 1946, 60 Statutes 257, as amended, section 407 of the Public Buildings 
Act of June 16, 1949, 68 Statutes 199, as amended, which authorize the Commis- 
sioner of Public Buildings to procure space by lease for 5 years outside of the 
District of Columbia and for 1 year within the District of Columbia, respectively. 

Subsection (b) would authorize such lease-purchase agreements with respect 
to existing properties, including those for which conversion, additions, extensions, 
or remodeling may be required, and properties upon which construction is to be 
subsequently effected in pursuance of the terms of applicable lease-purchase 
agreements, 

Subsection (¢) would authorize agreements with any person, copartnership, 
or other public or private entity to carry out the purposes of such subsection 
and t® bring about development or improvement of any land owned by the United 
States and under the control of the General Services Administration, ineluding 
the demolition of obsolete structures by providing construction thereon of such 
structures and facilities as may be made the subject of the lease-purchase agree- 
ments, 

Subsection (d) would vest in the Administrator discretion as to the provisions 
which he shall deem in the interests of the United States and appropriate to 
secure performance of the obligations of such agreements, subject only to the 
limitation that such agreement may not provide for the payment of moneys in an 
aggregate annual amount in excess of 15 percent of the fair market value of the 
property at date of the lease-purchase agreements or in case of construction not 
to exceed 15 percent of the fair market value at date of the completion of such 
construction, 

Subsection (e) would provide for the payme 
with such agreements out of funds available fo 
ated directly to General Services Administration or transferred to that agency 
from other agencies. This subsection is very similar to the provisions of said 
section 4 of the act of June 14, 1946, so far as payment of charges are concerned. 
However, it contains a proviso that no such funds may be expended for the 


nt of current charges in connection 


r such charges whether appropri- 


acquisition of title to the property covered by such agreements prior to the expira- 
tion of the leasehold term in the absence of specific appropriation of funds for 
such acquisition. This might be construed as raising a presumption that at or 
after expiration of the leasehold term available funds could be expended for 
acquisition of title without specific appropriation. In this connection, attention 
may be invited to the seeming inconsistency between this provision and subsec- 
tion (a) of 211, which apparently makes it mandatory that such lease-purchase 
agreements provide for the acquisition of title at or before the expiration of the 
leasehold term. 

Subsection (f) provides that the new section 211 may be cited as the Federal 
Lease-Purchase Act of 1951 

A corresponding bill, S. 1621, has been introduced in the Senate. A somewhat 
similar bill, H. R. 4081, Eighty-second Congress, but involving only one piece of 
property, was the subject of my letter of May 22, 1951, B-101139, to you. Also, 
H. R. 4323 and §S. 1621 are somewhat similar in effect to the corresponding bills, 
H. R. 4333 and 8. 1649, now pending before the House and Senate Committees on 
Post Office and Civil Service, which latter bills would authorize the Postmaster 
General to enter into lease-purchase agreements without regard to existing laws 
relating to the execution of leases for postal purposes. 

A copy of my report of July 18, 1951, B—-103991, on H. R. 4333, to the chairman, 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, House of Representatives, is enclosed 
herewith for your information. In view of the similarity of the provisions of the 
two bills (H. R. 4828 and H. R. 4333), certain comments and objections made in 
said report of July 18, 1951, are equally applicable to H. R. 4323. However, 
since the proposed legislation is being considered by different committees, and 
since it proposes a wide departure from present methods for the procurement of 
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space for the various activities of the Government under existing legislation, it 
appears desirable to repeat certain of those comments and objections here. 

At the outset, it may be pointed out that under section (a) (12) of section 210 
of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended 
by the act of September 5, 1950 (Public Law 754, 81st Cong.), the Administrator 
presently is authorized to acquire by purchase, condemnation, or otherwise, real 
estate and interests therein, and under subsection (¢) of section 210 of the latter 
act he is authorized at the request of any Federal agency or mixed-ownership 
corporation or the District of Columbia (1) to acquire land for buildings and 
projects “authorized by the Congress,” (2) to make or cause to be made, under 
contract or otherwise, surveys and test borings and to prepare plans and speci- 
fication for such buildings and projects prior to the approval by the Attorney 
General of the title to the sites thereof, and (3) to contract for and to supervise 
the construction and development and the equipping of such buildings or projects. 

In analyzing the proposed legislation it should be pointed out in the first place 
that there is nothing in the bill to require provision in the proposed agreements 
for application of appropriate portions of rental payments to the purchase prices, 
notwithstanding the apparent fact that justification of the bill would, in all prob- 
ability, be based principally on the requirements of such a provision. 

A further objection to H. R. 4323 as now drafted (also common to H. R. 4333) 
is that it would permit the Administrator to use funds appropriated for the pay- 
ment of rent and related purchases for premises at any time he sees fit and 
without regard to the length of the leasehold term, to acquire title to the prop- 
erty covered by the proposed agreements. In that connection, it will be observed 
that in subparagraph (a) of the proposed new section 211 the proposed agree- 
ments would provide in each case for acquisition on or before the expiration of 
the leasehold term. Thus there is nothing to prevent the Administrator from 
entering into a lease-purchase agreement for 1 year and acquiring title at “the 
expiration of the leasehold term” as provided in subsection (e), using funds 
appropriated by the Congress for the payment of rent. Such a result does not 
appear entirely consistent with the apparent purpose of the proviso in said sub- 
section (e) requiring “specific appropriation of funds for such acquisition.” In 
this connection, it is noted that subsection (a) provides only for maximum lease- 
hold terms whereas provision for minimum as well as maximum terms appears 
desirable. 

In addition to exempting the lease-purchase agreements from the provisions 
of the said act of June 14, 1946, as amended, mentioned in subsection (a) of the 
proposed legislation, the provision in that subsection proposing to authorize the 
execution of such lease-purchase agreements without regard to “any other pro- 
vision of law relating to the acquisition of real property, construction of build- 
ings, or leasing of space,” is subject to the construction that they could be exe- 
cuted—with the possible exception of instances involving accelerated acquisition 
of title as contemplated by the proviso in subsection (e) of the bill—without re- 
gard to the provisions of 40 U. S. C. 34, 259, 264; 3736, Revised Statutes (41 
U.S.C. 14) 5355, Revised Statutes, as amended (50 U.S. C. 175) : and section 3709, 
Revised Statutes, as amended. 

40 U.S. C. 34 provides that— 

“No contract shall be made for the rent of any building, or part of any build- 
ing, to be used for the purposes of the Government in the District of Columbia, 
until an appropriation therefor shall have been made in terms by Congress, and 
this clause shall be regarded as notice to all contractors or lessors of any such 
building or any part of building.” 

40 U. S. C. 259 provides that— 

“No money shall be paid nor contracts made for payment for any site for a 
public building in excess of the amount specifically appropriated therefor.” 

40 U.S. C, 264 provides that— 

“No authorization shall be made for the construction of a building to be used 
exclusively for post office purposes at any town or city where the postal receipts 
have not reached the sum of $10,000 annually, nor shall any authorization for 
the purchase of a site for post office purposes only be made at any town or city 
where the postal receipts have not reached the sum of $6,000 annually.” 

3736, Revised Statutes, provides that— 

“No land shall be purchased on account of the United States, except under a 
law authorizing such purchase.” 

o 
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Section 355, Revised Statutes, as amended, requires an opinion of the At- 
torney General as to the validity of title of any site or land purchased by 
the United States for the purpose of erecting thereon any public building. 

The Genera! Accounting Office is of the view that the bill should contain 
not only a provision making section 355, Revised Statutes, as amended, applicable 
to the lease-purchase transactions therein, but also a requirement that with 
respect to each such transaction an opinion of the Attorney General as required 
by that section be obtained at the outset. Otherwise payments might be made 
for property title to which subsequently might be found defective. 

No need is perceived from exempting the proposed lease-purchase agreements 
from the limitations imposed by the provisions of 40 U. 8S. C. 264 where they 
otherwise would be applicable. In the event the Congress should deem it unneces- 
sary with respect to the proposed legislation to retain the safeguards afforded 
by sections 34 and 259 by title 40 U. S. Code, and section 3736, Revised Statutes, 
it is believed desirable that exemption therefrom should be accomplished by 
specifie reference to those statutes. In view of the extended rental period 
provided by H. R. 4823 and the fact that ultimate purchase of the leased prop- 
erty is the primary objective of the bill, also in view of the proposed removal 
of all customary statutory restrictions, it would appear desirable that the require- 
ments of section 3709, Revised Statutes, as amended, be made applicable to the 
agreements contemplated by the bill. Or, in the alternative, a set of guides 
and standards for determining the amounts of the rental payments to be made 
under the proposed agreements, based on fair valuation of the property involved 
and a reasonable return on capital investment, would appear to be desirable. 

Subsection (c) of the bill as now drafted could be considered as authorizing 
the Administrator to provide for construction by a private party of a building 
on Government-owned land and to enter into a Jease-purchase agreement with 
such private party in which the Government might or might not take title to 
the building at or before the expiration of the leasehold term. However, the 
bill contains no provision as to the disposition to be made of any such building 
in the event title should not be acquired by the Government under the applicable 
agreement. 

Anything that would be accomplished by the first sentence of subparagraph 
(d) of the bill appears to be amply covered by subsection (a) of the bill so that 
it could be eliminated from that subsection as surplusage without weakening 
the bill. 

One of the paramount objections to the bill as now drafted is that there is no 
limitation on the kind, class, size or valuation of the buildings to be covered 
thereby. In other words, the Administrator apparently could enter into lease- 
purchase agreements for space for office buildings or other buildings in large 
cities including Washington. Such a result is believed to be beyond the scope 
of the bill. 

It is believed that enactment of the bill modified along the lines indicated above 
would make possible certain economies in the operation of the General Services 
Administration. In view thereof, while the General Accounting Office has no 
special information as to the need or desirability of any change in the existing 
procedures for acquiring space for the activities of the Government, if the Con- 
gress should determine as a matter of policy that the Administrator should 
be granted the additional authority proposed, subject to the foregoing recom- 
mendations, no reason is perceived why this Office should recommend against 
such favorable action. 


Sincerely yours, 
LINDSAY C. WARREN, 


Comptroller General of the United States. 


GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, 
COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington 25, July 18, 1951. 


Efon. Tom MURRAY, 
Chairman, Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
House of Representatives. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your letter of June 8, 1951, 
acknowledged by telephone June 13, requesting a yeport on H. R. 4333, Eighty- 
second Congress, entitled “A bill to modify and extend the authority of the 
Postmaster General to lease quarters for post-office purposes.” 
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Section 1 of the proposed legislation would authorize the Postmaster General 
to obtain and provide space by lease-purchase agreements “which shall not 
exceed 25 years” for postal purposes both in and outside the District of Columbia 
and in the Territories aid possessions of the United States whenever he deter- 
mines that (a) the needs for space for such purposes in any particular area 
cannot be satisfied by utilization of any existing property suitable therefor then 
owned by the Government, and (b) the best interests of the United States will 
be served thereby. The foregoing authority would be without regard to the 
provisions of section 3709, Revised Statutes, as amended (41 U. 8. C. 5); 
section 1 of the act of April 24, 1920 (39 U. S. C. 11); the act of March 9, 1914, 
as amended (39 U. S. C. 577); section 322 of the act of June 30, 1932, as 
amended (40 U. S. C. 278a); section 2 of the act of June 29, 1948 (39 U. 8. C. 
476) ; clause 1 of section 8 of the Post Office Department Financial Control Act 
of 1950 (act of August 17, 1950, 64 Stat. 462), or any other provision of law 
relating to the acquisition of real property, construction of buildings, or the 
leasing of space. 

Under section 1 of the act of April 24, 1920, the Postmaster General is author- 
ized to lease space for first-, second-, and third-class post offi-es for terms not 
exceeding 20 years. Under the act of March 9, 1914, as amended, terminal 
railway post offices may be leased for terms not exceeding 20 years. Under 
section 2 of the said act of June 29, 1948, the Postmaster General is authorized 
to use funds appropriated for the domestic air-mail service for the purpose of 
leasing quarters at public airports and handling and distribution of air mail 
for terms not exceeding 20 years. Under section 8 (1) of the Post Office De- 
partment Financial Control Act of 1950, the Postmaster General presently is 
authorized to enter into such leases of real property as may be necessary in 
the conduct of the affairs of the Department on such terms as he may deem 
appropriate “without regard to the provisions of any law, except those pro- 
visions of law specifically applicable to the Department.” 

In each case the lease-purchase agreement would be required to provide for 
the acquisition of title to the property by the United States at or before the 
expiration of the leasehold term upon the fulfillment of stipulated terms and 
conditions of such lease-purchase agreement. It is expressly provided that the 
financial transactions of the Post Office Department with respect to such lease- 
purchase agreements would be subject to the accounting and auditing require- 
ments of the aforesaid act of August 17, 1950. 

Section 2 would authorize lease-purchase agreements with respect to existing 
properties, including those for which conversions, additions, extensions, or 
remodeling may be required, and properties upon which construction is to be 
subsequently effected in pursuance of the terms of applicable lease-purchase 
agreements. 

Section 3 would authorize agreements with any person, copartnership, cor- 
poration, or other public or private entity to carry out the purposes of the pro- 
posed legis'ation and to bring about the development and improvements of any 
land purchased by the United States for postal purposes, including the demoli- 
tion of obsolete and outmoded structures situated thereon, by providing for the 
construction thereon by others of such structures and facilities as may be made 
the subject of the lease-purchase agreement. 

Section 4 would vest in the Postmaster General discretion as to the provisions 
which he shal] deem in the best interests of the United States and appropriate 
to secure performance of the obligations imposed upon the party or parties enter- 
ing into such lease-purchase agreement. 

Under section 5 funds appropriated to the Post Office Department for the pay- 
ment of rents would be made available to make any payments accruing under 
the lease-purchase agreements, except that specific appropriations would be 
required for the acquisition of title by the Government prior to expiration of 
the leasehold term, which appropriations would be authorized by the bill. 

Section 6 provides that the Postmaster General shall take title on behalf of 
the United States to all real property and structures purchased by him under 
authority of the bill. 

Section 7 provides that the proposed legislation may be cited as the “Post 
Office Dep.rtment Lease-Purchase Act of 1951.” 

A corresponding bill, S. 1649, is now pending before the Senate Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. Also, the companion bills here under consideration 
are somewhat similar in scope to corresponding bills H. R. 4323 and S. 1621, now 
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pending before the House and Senate Committees on Expenditures in the Execu 
tive Departments. 

First of all, there is nothing in the bill to require provision in the proposed 
agreements for application of appropriate portions of rental payments to the 
purchase prices, notwithstanding the apparent fact that justification of the bill 
would, in all probability, be based principally on the requirement of such 
provisions, 

Secondly, as indicated above, under section 1 of AH. R. 4333 the lease-purchase 
agreements would be without regard to 3709, Revised Statutes. The same is true 
with respect to S. 1649. However, H. R. 4523 and 8. 1621 contain no such exemp 
tion. In view of the extended rental period provided by H. R. 43383 and the fact 
that ultimate purchase of the leased property is the primary objective of the bill, 
also in view of the proposed removal of all customary statutory restrictions, it 
would appear desirable that the requirements of section 3709, Revised Statutes, as 
amended, be made applicable to the agreements contemplated by the bill. Or, in 
the alternative, a set of guides and standards for determining the amounts of the 
rental payments to be made under the proposed agreements, based on fair valu- 
ation of the property involved and a reasonable return on capital investment, 
would appear to be desirable. 

Another evident defect of the bill in its present form is the fact that it would 
permit the Postmaster General, using funds appropriated for the payment of 
rents at any time he sees fit and without regard to the length of the leasehold 
term, to acquire title to property covered by the proposed agreements. For exam- 
ple, there is nothing to prevent the Postmaster General from entering into a 
lease-purchase agreement for 1 year and acquiring title “at * * * expiration 
of the leasehold term”, using funds which Congress had appropriated for pay- 
ment of rents. This result does not appear entirely consistent with the evident 
purpose of the proviso in section 5 requiring specific appropriation of funds for 
“acquisition of title * * * prior to the expiration of the leasehold term.” 
In this connection, it is noted that section 1 of the bill provides only a maximum 
leasehold term, whereas provision for a minimum as well as a maximum term 
appears desirable. 

In addition to exempting the lease-purchase agreements from the statutory 
proy isions expressly mentioned in section 1 of the proposed le gislation, the provi- 
sion referred to above providing in effect that such lease-purchase agreements 
may be entered into without regard to “any other provision of law” is subject 
to the construction that they could be executed—with the possible exception 
of instances involving accelerated acquisition of title as contemplated by the 
proviso in section 5 of the bill—without regard to the provisions of 40 U. 8. C. 34, 
259, 264; 3736, Revised Statutes (41 U. S. C. 14); and 355, Revised Statutes, as 
amended (50 U.S. C. 175). 

40 U.S. C. 54 provides that: 

“No contract shall be made for the rent of any building, or part of any build- 
ing, to be used for the purposes of the Government in the District of Columbia, 
until an appropriation therefor shall have been made in terms by Congress, and 
this clause shall be regarded as notice to all contractors or lessors of any such 
building or any part of building.” 

40 U.S. C. 259 provides that: 

“No money shall be paid nor contracts made for payment for any site for a 
public building in excess of the amount specificaily appropriated therefor.” 

40 U.S. C. 264 provides that: 

“No authorization shall be made for the construction of a building to be used 
exclusively for post office purposes at any town or city where the postal receipts 
have not reached the sum of $10,000 annually, nor shall any authorization for 
the purchase of a site for post office purposes only be made at any town or city 
where the postal receipts have not reached the sum of $6,000 annually.” 

3736, Revised Statutes, provides that: 

“No land shall be purchased on account of the United States, except under a 
law authorizing such purchase.” 

Section 355, Revised Statutes, as amended, requires an opinion of the Attorney 
General as to the validity of title of any site or land purchased by the United 
States for the purpose of erecting thereon any publie building. 

It is the view of the General Accounting Office that the bill should contain not 
only a provision making section 355, Revised Statutes, as amended, applicable 
to the lease-purchase transactions thereunder but also a requirement that with 
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respect toveach such transaction the Attorney General’s opinion called for in that 
section be obtained at the outset. Otherwise, payments might be made for prop- 
erty, title to which subsequently would be found defective. 

No need is perceived for exempting the proposed lease-purchase agreements 
from the limitations imposed by the provisions of 40 U. S. C. 264 where they 
otherwise would be applicable. In the event the Congress should deem it unneces 
sary with respect to the legislation here involved to retain the safeguards af 
forded by sections 34 and 259 of title 40, U. S. Code, and section 3756, Revised 
Statutes, it is believed desirable that exemption therefrom should be accomplished 
by specific reference to those statutes, 

Section 3 of the bill in its present form Could be construed as authorizing the 
Postmaster General to provide for construction by a private party of a building 
on Govenrment-owned land and to enter into a lease-purchase agreement with 
such private party under which the Government might or might not take title 
to the building at or before expiration of the leasehold term. However, the bill 
contains no provision as to the disposition to be made of any such building in the 
event title should not be acquired by the Government under the applicable 
ugreement, 

Anything that would be accomplished by section 4 of the bill appears to be 
amply covered by section 1 thereof so that section 4 could be eliminated from the 
bill as surplusage without in any way weakening the bill. 


The bill contains no limitation on the kind, class, size or valuation of the, 


post office properties to be covered thereby. Thus, apparently the Postmaster 
General could enter into lease-purchase agreements for space for the main post 
offices in New York, Washington, or any other major city of the bill in its present 
form is enacted into law. Such a result is believed to be beyond the intended 
scope of the bill. 

It is believed that enactment of the bill modified along the lines indicated above 
would make possible certain economies in the operation of the Post Office Depart 
ment. In view thereof, while the General Accounting Office has no special 
information as to the need or desirability of any change in the existing proce 
dures for acquiring space for postal activities or purposes, if the Congress should 
determine as a matter of policy that the Postmaster General should be granted 
the additional authority proposed, subject to the foregoing recommendations, 
no reason is perceived why this Office should recommend against such favorable 
action. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANK L. YATES, 
icting Comptroller General of the United States. 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington 25, D. C., July 23, 1951. 
Hon. WitttAm L. DAwson, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. DAwson: Reference is made to your letter of June 7, 1951, request 
ing a report by the General Services Administration on H. R. 43238, “To amend 
the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, to 
authorize the Administrator of General Services to enter into lease-purchase 
agreements to provide for the lease to the United States of real property and 
structures for terms of more than 5 years but not in excess of 25 years and for 
acquisition of title to such properties and structures by the United States at or 
before the expiration of the lease terms, and for other purposes.” 

The broad objective of the bill is indicated by the title quoted above. With the 
constant growth of the Government, additional space for its permanent activities 
is presently required both within and outside of the seat of the Government, 
and all indications point to progressive increase of such requirements in the 
future. The lease-purchase arrangement provided for by the measure would 
afford a flexible and convenient mode of acquisition of space, which could not 
be put into effect without the exceptions (provided for in the proposed new 
section 211 (a) of 
1949, as amended) from the inhibitions contained in section 4 of the act of June 
14, 1946, as amended, and section 407 of the act of June 16, 1949, as amended, 
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which respectively limit the procurement of space by lease by the Administrator 
of General Services for the housing of Federal agencies to periods not in excess 
of 5 years outside of the District of Columbia, and to periods not in excess of 
1 year in the District. 

Historically, the Government has obtained the space it needs either through 
construction, or by rental of privately owned space. The result has been that 
the Government in many cases has rented the same buildings for periods as 
long as 40 to 50 years. This proposed legislation would remedy the situation 
by allowing contracts to be entered into with private industry, whereunder 
ownership of the property would ultimately vest in the Government. 

The United States for a number of years has been in a rapidly expanding 
economy, accompanied by marked increase in population. Office building con- 
struction has not kept apace with this development. With the high costs neces- 
sary to construct office buildings, private enterprise has been reluctant to go 
ahead with new construction, for the rentals necessary to provide a reasonable 
return thereon are much in excess of the rentals that can be charged on buildings 
constructed 15 to 20 years ago. There must be assurance of continued occupancy 
for a period of years in order to ofier a sound investment. 

The Government finds itself at present competing with private enterprise for 
space at increasingly high rentals. These rentals in many cases have reached 
a point where, if applied to contracts entered into pursuant to H. R. 4323, they 
would be sufficient to permit transfer of title to the Government in 20 to 25 
years. It is apparent, therefore, that considerable money could be saved to the 
Government by virtue of the proposed legislation as contrasted to straight 
leases to the Government at the termination of which it would have nothing by 
way of title to the properties. 

An important feature of H. R. 4323 is the authorization to the Administrator 
of General Services (contained in the proposed sec. 211 (b)) to exercise the 
powers granted by the measure with respect to existing properties, including 
those for which conversions, additions, extensions, or remodeling may be required, 
and properties upon which construction is to be subsequently effected in pursu- 
ance of the terms of applicable lease-purchase agreements. From time to time 
properties become available at reasonably low prices as they become surplus to 
the owners’ use. Often these properties can be converted and remodeled so as to 
make satisfactory quarters for the Government. This is particularly true of 
warehouses and semioffice buildings, and in cases where the business center of 
a city has shifted and a considerable reduction in real estate values occurs in 
the location of the former center. 

Section 211 (¢) is also important in that it authorizes the Administrator 
to bring about the development and improvement of any land owned by the 
United States and under the control of the General Services Administration, 
From time to time properties have been purchased throughout the United States, 
and are valuable and should be improved. That end could be economically at- 
tained under the authorization proposed by section 211 (c¢). 

Section 211 (d) embodies a limitation to the effect that no lease-purchase 
agreement may provide for the payment by the United States of moneys in an 
aggregate annual amount in excess of 15 percent of the fair market value of 
the property covered by the agreement. This provision, which is in line with 
the inhibition contained in section 322 of the act of June 30, 1932 (the so-called 
Economy Act), conforms to the intent of H. R. 4323 that the lease-purchase 
agreements shall be long-term in character. It is believed that this provision 
would not only operate as a salutary check on administrative discretion, but 
would also make financing that much more attractive to interested investors. 

The limitation on the coverage of the bill, found in proposed section 211 (a) 
with respect to space needed for the Post Office Department, is in accord with 
section 1 of Reorganization Plan No. 18 of 1950 which excepts, from the trans- 
fer to the Administrator of General Services of functions with respect to ac- 
quiring space in buildings by lease for use by Government agencies, the ac- 
quisition, inter alia, of space for post-office purposes. Nevertheless, space could 
be provided for the Post Office Department, with the approval of the Postmaster 
General, in office buildings or other structures intended primarily for other than 
post-office purposes. For example, the Administrator of General Services might 
find that the best interests of the United States would be served by the building 
of an office building which would include space for Federal courts, and it might 
also be that a financing station required by the Post Office Department could be 
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appropriately placed in the building. Thus, with the approval of the Postmaster 
-General, this postal need could be met by the project. 

The General Services Administration regards the provisions of H. R. 4323 
as thoroughly in consonance with the authorities now exercised by it and as 
in furtherance of the objectives of its creation. We strongly recommend favor- 
able report by your committee on the bill and the early enactment thereof by 
the Congress. 

We have been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is no objection 
to the submission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Jess Larson, Administrator. 


OFFICE OF THE POSTMASTER GENERAL, 
Washington, D. C., July 24, 1951. 
Hon, Witi1AM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for a report on 
H. R. 4823, a bill to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949, as amended, to authorize the Administrator of General Services 
to enter into lease-purchase agreements to provide for the lease to the United 
States of real property and structures for terms of more than 5 years but not 
in excess of 25 years and for acquisition of title to such properties and struc: 
tures by the United States at or before the expiration of the lease terms, and 
for other purposes. 

This legislation will permit the General Services Administrator to make leases 
for terms not exceeding 25 years which shall provide for acquisition of title 
to the property by the United States at or before the expiration of the leasehold 
term. 

It is proposed to grant similar authority to the Postmaster General with 
respect to space for post oflice purposes under the terms of H. R. 4323 and 
S. 1649. The respective measures for the Post Office Department and the 
General Services Administration were given concurrent cons'deration by the 
Bureau of the Budget. The legislation for the Post Office Department con- 
templates that the Postmaster General will have authority with respect to the 
acquisition of space for post-office uses. 

The legislation for the General Services Administration as set forth in this 
measure contemplates that the General Services Administrator may acquire 
space for Government activities including, with the approval of the Post- 
master General, activities of the Post Office Department (lines 3 to 5, inclusive, 
page 3). This would permit space to be provided for post office purposes where 
desirable and where the Postmaster General approved, in connection with 
space for other agencies to be acquired by the General Services Administration. 
This Department has no objection to this provision.: However, section 211 (a), 
beginning with line 14 on page 2 of the measure permits the General Services 
Administrator to determine the needs for space for activities of the Federa) 
Government “except for such needs of the Post Office Department as the Post- 
master General is authorized to meet.” I interpret this language to mean that 
the General Services Administration will not determine the need for space 
for post office activities. In order to make certain the meaning of the clause, 
it is recommended that the clause commencing on line 14, page 2, be amended 
to read “except for the needs of the Post Office Department.” 

If the measure is amended as suggested, this Department will interpose no 
objection to its enactment. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the 
presentation of this report to your Committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. M. Donatpson, Postmaster General. 
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THe Rear Estate Boarp or New York, INe.., 
New York, N. Y., August 24, 1951 


H. Rh. 4823. Voice of America Building. 


323. 
Hon. CHer Howtrirvp, 
Chairman, Subcommittee of the Committee on 
Expenditures in the Baecutive Departments, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Drarn CONGRESSMAN HOLirieELD: The Real Estate Board of New York, at the 
request of the Department of Commerce of the City of New York, has been 
pleased to cooperate, since early this year, with the General Services Administra 
tion, in order to obtain the best location in New York City for the Voice of 
America Building, so that the Government requirements will be properly met 
with a minimum of interference to the normal functioning of business in New 
York City. This resulted in abandonment of plans by the Government to take 
over the New York Furniture Exchange property, which would have had serious 
results, possibly causing relocation of the industry headquarters outside the 
city. 

One of our recommendations was that the Government 
lease, containing purchase options, which would permit a suitable building to 
be erected in New York City without such dislocation of other business or in 
dustry, and on the most appropriate general conditions. It is desirable, of 
course, to have such property remain on the tax rolls as long as possible, and the 
purchase option should therefore not be exercised until the last few (5) years 

We feel that H. R. 4823, which amends the Federal Property and Administra 
tive Services to authorize the GSA to enter into lease purchase agreements, is in 
general a good bill, with the exception that it would permit the purchase option 
to be exercised at any time. We respectfully urge your support of it, with the 
addition of an appropriate amendment for this purpose. 

We are making this approach to you, as chairman of the Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, and would be glad, at 
any opportunity, to furnish you with such additional information as would 
promote the best results for all concerned. 

Cordially yours, 


enter into a 20-year 


LEE THOMPSON SMITH, President 


APPENDIX B—DECENTRALIZATION OF GOVERNMENT PERSON NEI 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., July 25, 1951 


Hon. WirttamM L. DAWSON, 
Chairman, Committee on hapenditures in the Erecutive 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. Dawson: Reference is made to your letter of July 10, 1951, re 
questing my views regarding H. R. 4728, a bill to amend the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, to authorize the decen 
tralization of certain Government personnel, and for other purposes. 

In view of the urgent need to provide additional office space for essential de 
fense activities and to remove the hazardous temporary buildings of World War 
Il, the objective of this bill would appear to be in accord with the President’s 
noted that decentralization is to be effected only in instances 
in terms of econ 

transfers would 


Departments, 


program. It is 
where such action would be advantageous to the Government 
omy, efficiency, or national security, and it is assumed that all 
be permanent. 

It is extremely doubtful, however, that such an extensive move, 
least 50,000 positions, conld be accomplished within the time limits set forth in 


nvolving at 


the bill, for the following reasons: 

First, under existing authority, the General Services Administratio 
it increasingly difficult to obtain large blocks of satisfactory office 
cordingly, it is believed that authority should be provided which will permit the 
acquisition of existing buildings through long-term lease or purchase and the 
construction of buildings when satisfactory space cannot otherwise be obtained 

Second, the transfer to other communities of large numbers of employees, to 
might be unavoidably delayed until adequate housing 


n is finding 
space. Ac 


gether with their families 
could be made available 
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Third, it is improbable that the construction of necessary buildings, including 
the acquisition of sites and preparation of plans, could be accomplished in time 
to complete the proposed decentralization program. 

In addition, it is believed that the best interests of Government would be served 
if the bill were amended to provide authority to reimburse employees for expeuses 
incident to the moving and relocation of themselves and families, such as was 
authorized by the Congress in the Second Deficiency Appropriation Act, 1946, 
Public Law 384, Seventy-ninth Congress, under similar circumstances after World 
War II, when decentralized employees and families were returned to the District 
of Columbia 

Sincerely vours, 
F. J. Lawton, Director. 


GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, 
COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington 25, August 14, 1951. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
House of Re presentatives 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your letter of July 10, 1951, 
requesting an expression of my views and comments on H. R. 4728, Eighty-second 
Congress, entitled “A bill to amend the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, as amended, to authorize the decentralization of certain 
Government personnel, and for other purposes.’ 

The proposed legislation is identical to section 1 of S. 16238, Eighty-second 
Congress, entitled “A bill to amend the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, as amended, to authorize the decentralization of certain 
Government personnel, and for other purposes,” upon which the comments of this 
Office, similar to those hereinafter stated, were forwarded to the chairman, 
Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, United States Senate, 
by letter of July 20, 1951, B-95136. 

An analysis of H. R. 4728 shows that it proposes to omit from the language of 
line 5 of section 210 (e) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949, as added by section 5 of the act of September 5, 1950, Public Law 754, 
the words “of all executive agencies” which raises some doubt as to whether the 
bill, as presently worded, might not be construed to permit the Administrator to 
reassign space of agencies in the legislative and judicial branches without even 
consulting with the heads of such agencies as he presently is required with respect 
to the heads of the executive agencies affected. It thus would seem desirable 
that the words “of all executive agencies” be inserted following the word “space” 
in line 5 on page 2 of the bill. Similarly, it might be desirable to insert the words 
“in the executive agencies” following the word “positions” in line 12, page 2 of 
the bill to make certain that personnel in the District of Columbia and its imme- 
diate vicinity of only the executive agencies may be transferred to other places 
within the United States. 

This Office has no specific information as to the need or desirability of the 
proposed legislation and thus is in no position to make any recommendation as 
to its enactment even with the modifications herein suggested. 

Sincerely yours, 


LINDSAY (. WARREN, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington 25, D. C., August 21, 1951. 
Hon. Wintttiam L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C 
Drak Mr. Dawson: Reference is made to your letter of July 10, 1951, re- 
questing a report by the General Services Administration on H. R. 4728, “To 
amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, 
to authorize the decentralization of certain Government personnel, and for other 
purposes 
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H. R. 4728 provides for amendment of section 210 (e) of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, and for the decentraliza- 
tion from the District of Columbia and its immediate vicinity to places else 
where in the United States of not less than 50,000 Government positions within 
the time limits specified in the section. The bill also calls for demolition of 
temporary Government buildings in and near the District. 

It is the distinct understanding of the General Services Administration that 
the decentralization envisaged by the bill would be on a permanent, and not on 
a temporary basis. The positions in the Federal service which would be re 
quired to be transferred from the District of Columbia to places elsewhere in 
the United States would continue indefinitely in their new locations. Accord 
ingly, in order that there be no repetition of the Government’s experience of 
World War II, when some 30,000 positions were decentralized only to have a 
substantial portion of them returned to Washington after the cessation of hostili 
ties, with attendant expense, it is recommended that the bill be amended by the 
insertion in line 10 of page 2, immediately after the word “transfer”, of the 
phrase “on a permanent basis.” 

Undoubtedly some activities should always be located at the seat of the Gov 
ernment for their effective performance. Many other activities, however, can 
be carried on fully as effectively in other parts of the country. Under H. R 
4728, positions concerned with the latter class of activities would be removed 
to established urban areas throughout the country. While the bill does not con 
template any so-called dispersal of activities within the general Washington 
area, it will, if enacted, lessen the congestion in the District of Columbia and 
make available existing office space for those activities which should remain at 
the seat of the Government 

The General Services Administration recommends favorable action by your 
committee on H. R. 4728 and the early enactment thereof by the Congress, at 
the same time inviting the committee’s attention to the amendment herein- 
before suggested. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the submis- 
sion of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
JESS LARSON, Administrator. 


APPENDIX C—CONTROL OF GOVERNMENT VEHICLES AND FURNITURE 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., November 1, 1951. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. DAwson, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures 
in the Executive Departments, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

My DeEAr MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your request for the views of the 
Bureau of the Budget on H. R, 4924, a bill “to amend the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, to provide for the transfer 
to the Administrator of General Services of functions relating to the acquisition 
and assignment of passenger-carrying motor vehicles and to the control of 
office furniture and equipment.” 

Since the introduction of this measure there have been enacted numerous 
appropriation acts containing restrictions on the use of appropriated funds to 
pay the salary of any employees whose primary or principal duties consist of 
acting as chauffeur or driver of passenger-carrying motor vehicles. Further 
restrictions on the size of agencies’ fleets of passenger-carrying motor vehicles 
have been placed in the appropriation acts by requiring that vehicles be obtained 
for replacement purposes only; and that two old vehicles must be turned in for 
each new one secured. 

In addition, section 16 of the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946, as amended, 
requires specific appropriation authority for the purchase of any passenger-carry- 
ing vehicles ; requires that such vehicles be used for official purposes only (with 
the exception of heads of departments and certain other high officials); and 
provides for a penalty in case of the use of such vehicles for other than official 
purposes. Under the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act, the 
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Administrator of the General Services Administration has the authority to 
prescribe policies with respect to transportation and traffic management. 

It appears that there is sufficient existing statutory authority to accomplish the 
objectives of that portion of H. R. 4924 dealing with the acquisition and assign- 
ment of passenger-carrying motor vehicles. For this reason the Bureau of the 
Rudget recommends against the enactment of this proposal. 

rhe second section of H. R. 4924 would vest in General Services Administration 
the control of office furniture and equipment owned or leased by any Federal 
agency. There would be no objection to the enactment of such an amendment 
if it be amended to delete “and equipment” from the title and be further revised 
to read as follows: 

“The control, including custody, repair, and disposition of all office furniture 
and furnishings, owned or leased by any Federal agency, now or hereafter 
located on or within any building or space under the jurisdiction of the General 
Services Administration, is hereby transferred to the Administrator.” 

Sincerely yours. 
F. J. Lawton, Director 


GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, 
COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, December 10, 1951 
Hon. WILLIAM L, Dawson, 
Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
House of Re prese ntatives. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: ftefereuce is made to your letter of July 25, 1951, 
acknowledged by telephone July 27, requesting an expression of the views of this 
Office concerning the provisions of H. R. 4924, Eighty-second Congress, entitled 
“A bill to amend the I’ederai Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 
as amended, to provide for the transfer to the Administrator of General Services 
of functions relating to the acquisition and assignment of passenger-carrying 
motor vehicles and to the control of oflice furniture and equipment.” 

The legislation proposed in H. R. 4924 would amend the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended (41 U. 8S. C. 201-274), by 
renumbering the present section 212 and adding two new sections, entitled 
“Acquisition and Assignment of Passenger Vehicles” and “Control of Office Fur- 
niture and Equipment,” as section 212 and 215, respectively. 

Section 212 would transfer to the Administrator, except in the case of the 
Department of Defense, “all functions with respect to acquiring passenger-carry- 
ing motor vehicles by purchase or lease for use by executive agencies and all 
functions with respect to assigning and reassigning such vehicles heretofore or 
hereafter acquired for use by executive agencies within the United States, its 
Territories and possessions.” 

The Administrator would be authorized to “prescribe regulations governing 
the use, custody, repair, and disposition of, and accountability for, vehicles so 
assigned.” The term “passenger-carrying motor vehicles” would be defined to 
include, “in addition to the standard types, busses, station wagons, curry-alls, 
suburbans, and all other types of motor vehicles primarily designed or equipped 
for carrying passengers, except such as the Administrator may by regulation 
specifically exempt.” 

Section 218 would transfer to the Administrator “control, including custody, 
repair, disposition, and accountability, of all office furniture and furnishings and 
office equipment, owned or leased by any Federal agency, now or hereafter located 
on or within any building or space under the jurisdiction of the General Services 
Administration.” The term “Federal agency,” read in the light of subsection 
8 (b) of the original act would mean “any executive agency or any establishment 
in the legislative or judicial branch of the Government (except the Senate and 
the House of Representatives ).” 

This Office reported concerning provisions, substantially identical to those of 
the proposed section 213, which were contained in section 2 of S. 1623, Eighty- 
second Congress, in letter of July 20, 1951, to the chairman of the Senate Com- 
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, in substance as follows: 

Section 202 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 
placed responsibility for the maintenance, management, and accountability of 
property within the executive agencies upon the agencies themselves. Similarly, 
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section 113 (a) of the Budget and Accounting Procedures Act of 1950, Public 


Law 784, approved September 12, 1950, requires the head of each executive 
agency to establish and maintain systems of accounting and internal control 
designed to provide, among other things, full disclosure of the financial results 
of the agency’s activities and effective control over and accountability for all 
funds, property, and other assets for which the agency is responsible, including 
appropriate internal audit. That legislation is clearly based on a concept of 
agency responsibility for financial operations. The property investment and its 
important element in making full disclosure of the 
The General Accounting Office is following 
is an integral part of a 


use by an agency is an 
agency’s activities and operations. 
the approach that the property accounting problem 
broader problem of complete accounting for the agencies’ operations and the 
proposed legislation appears to be completely contrary to this approach. 

It thus is believed that all property and equipment used by an agency should be 
treated as a responsibility and as a part of the over-all financial plans and re 
quirements of that particular agency. The cost and funding of such property are 
so closely interrelated with control and accountability thereof aus to be insepa- 
rable for all practical purposes in most cases. 

The objectives of the proposed new sections apparently are 
zation of property and the avoidance of unnecessary moves of certain property 
Such objectives can more effectively be accomplished through the general power 
of the General Services Administration rather than through the imposition of 
an additional layer of responsibility not connected with operations with all its 
attendant disadvantages and inconsistencies with the objectives of the joint ae- 
counting program, The Administration now has ample authority to prescribe 
policies and methods of procurement and supply of personal property and to 
promote the maximum utilization of excess property. It also may make surveys 
of Government property and property management practices. Insofar as the 
avoidance of unnecessary moves of the property is concerned, it is believed that 
there would be relatively few cases where such an arrangement would be feasible 
Even in those few cases, the cost of moving the 


economical utili- 


or where savings would result. 
property could be avoided by permitting the General Services Administration to 
enter into individual arrangements with the agencies concerned with appropri- 
ate adjustment to be reflected on the books of such agencies, thus affording a full 
disclosure of the financial results of the agencies’ activities. 

For those reasons it is regarded as virtually a certainty that centralized 
control of the office furniture, furnishings, and equipment of Federal agencies 
would be impracticable, time-consuming and wasteful. The same reasons are 
generally pertinent, also, to the proposed new section 212 which would provide 
for centralized control of passenger-carrying vehicles. Accordingly, I strongly 
recommend against enactment of H. R. 4924 in its present form 

However, it should be pointed out that in connection with the consideration 
of S. 1623, the chairman of the Senate Committee on Expenditures in the Exeeu- 
tive Departments suggested that all reasonable avenues be explored which offer 
a prospect of more efficient and economical utilization of public property—with 
emphasis on avoidance of nonessential moving and handling of furniture. Pur- 
suant thereto representatives of the General Services Administration and the 
General Accounting Office worked out and submitted to that committee language 
to provide for a trial run of centralized control of office furniture and furnish- 
ings, as follows: 

“Sec. 2. Whenever an agency, in whole or in part, is required under para- 
graph (2) of section 210 (e) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949, as amended, to move to another location, only such furniture and 
furnishings as the Administrator of General Services shall determine cannot 
more economically and efficiently be made available by General Services Ad- 
ministration at the new location shall be moved. Remaining furniture and fur- 
nishings shall promptly be reported as excess property.” 

This language was included in section 2 of S. 2251, Bighty-second Congress, 
passed by the Senate October 19, 1951, and is explained at page 4 of Senate 
Report No. 939 accompanying that bill. Briefly stated, the effect of the language 
would be to require any agency or part thereof decentralized under section 1 
of S. 2251 (1) to move with it only such of its furniture and furnishings as 
General Services Administration cannot better provide, and (2) to report its 
remaining furniture and furnishings as excess property It would not, of 
course, apply to equipment or to passenger-carrying vehicles. 

The General Accounting Office had no objection to that bill containing a 
provision of this kind, designed to prove by actual practice whether or to what 
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change is justified in the present responsibility and authority of departments 
and agencies with respect to furniture and furnishings. The physical char- 
acteristics of furniture and furnishings, and practical considerations with respect 
to custody, utilization, moving, handling and disposition thereof, were largely 
persuasive in determining the language for the trial run. But since few, if 
any, of those characteristics or considerations apply to passenger-carrying vehi- 
cles, no justification is perceived for experimentation with centralized control 
of such vehicles. 
Sincerely yours, 
LINDSAY C. WARREN, 
Comptroller General of the United States 


Untrep States ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 18, 1952. 
Hon. Cuet Houirie.p, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Executive and Legislative Reorganization, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear MR. HOuiFIELD: As requested by a member of your staff, the following 
comments are submitted concerning H. R. 4924, a bill to amend the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, to provide for the transfer to 
the Administrator of General Services Administration functions relating to the 
acquisition and assignment of passenger-carrying motor vehicles and to the 
control of office furniture and equipment 

The Atomic Energy Commission has followed the practice of acquiring motor 
vehicles for the atomic-energy programs through the General Services Adminis- 
tration thereby taking advantage of all savings offered by their central procure- 
ment service. There would, therefore, be no objection to the provision of the 
bill providing for the transfer to General Services Administration of the function 
for acquiring motor vehicles, although it would seem that any savings which 
might be realized through centralized procurement can be attained under the 
existing provisions of Public Law 152 and the General Services Administration 
regulations issued thereunder. 

We are however, concerned about the prospect of changing agency responsi- 
bility so that AEC might be required to furnish funds to acquire any needed 
motor vehicles or office furniture and furnishings and office equipment, and hav- 
ing acquired the property, lose the authority to transfer or assign it to other 
locations where it may be urgently needed. We feel strongly that the authority 
to assign and reassign equipment, in order to best accomplish the work assigned 
to an agency, is a responsibility basic to the administration of a program and 
should not be transferred from this and other agencies 

In view of the limitations of time we have not submitted this letter to the 
Bureau of the Budget for its views. 

Sincerely yours, 
UnitTep States Atomic ENERGY COMMISSION, 
GORDON DEAN, Chairman. 


UN iTep STATES OF AMERICA, 
RAILROAD RETIREMENT BOARD, 
Chicago 11, Til., August 2, 1951. 


Hon. Witttam L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Rxrecutive Departments, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 

DeAR Mr. DAwson:The Railroad Retirement Board has received a copy of 
House bill H. R. 4924, which proposes the amendment of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (Public Law 152, Sist Cong.) by the 
addition of the following language: 


“ACQUISITION AND ASSIGNMENT OF PASSENGER VEHICLES 


“Sec. 212. All functions with respect to acquiring passenger-carrying motor 
vehicles by purchase or lease for use by executive agencies, and all functions 
with respect to assigning and reassigning such vehicles heretofore or hereafter 
acquired for use by executive agencies within the United States, its territories 
and possessions, are hereby transferred to the Administrator, who shall prescribe 
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regulations governing the use, custody, repair, and disposition of, and account- 
ability for, vehicles so assigned. The provisions of this section shall not apply to 
the Department of Defense, but this exemption shall not be construed as limiting 
any authority vested in the Administrator by other provisions of this or any 
other Act with respect to motor vehicles used or to be used by the Department of 
Defense. Tor the purposes of this subsection the term ‘passenger-carrying mo- 
tor vehicles’ shall include, in addition to the standard types, busses, station 
wagons, carry-alls, suburbans, and all other types of motor vehicles primarily 
designed or equipped for carrying passengers, except such as the Administrator 
may by regulation specifically exempt herefrom. 


“CONTROL OF OFFICE FURNITURE AND EQUIPMEN1 


“Sec. 213. The control, including custody, repair, disposition, and occount 
ability, of all office furniture and furnishings and office equipment, owned or 
leased by any Federal agency, now or hereafter located on or within any building 
or space under the jurisdiction of the General Services Administration, is hereby 
transferred to the Administrator.” 

Although it has not been asked to report on H. R. 4924, the Board feels that 
it would be remiss in the discharge of its responsibilities under the Railroad Re 
tirement Act and the Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act if it did not go on 
record with your committee concerning its position with respect to the above- 
quoted proposals. 

As you know, the funds used to support the Railroad Retirement Act are raised 
by taxes imposed by the Railroad Retirement Tax Act on employees and em- 
ployers in the railroad industry at the rate of 6 percent on the compensation 
of railroad workers (up to $300 a month), and the funds used to support the 
Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act are raised through contributions of the 
employers in the railroad industry at a percentage of the compensation of the 
employees (up to $300 a month) which varies with the balance on hand in the 
railroad unemployment insurance fund. The amounts arising from railroad 
retirement taxes are appropriated to the Board to cover benefit payments under 
the Railroad Retirement Act and the costs of administering that act and the 
contributions under the Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act are deposited in 
the Treasury for the exclusive use of the Board in paying benefits under the act 
and in meeting the administrative costs incident to paying such benefits. From 
the foregoing, you will see that the Railroad Retirement Board is a self-support- 
ing agency. In no sense, do its operations constitute a drain on the general 
funds. 

All of the office furniture, furnishings and equipment and passenger-carrying 
motor vehicles now in the possession or custody of the Board were paid for out 
of the funds raised under the Railroad Retirement Tax Act or the Railroad Un- 
employment Insurance Act and any such items to be acquired in the future 
must be paid for out of funds so raised. It is the feeling of the Board, therefore, 
that all of the items sought to be covered by the above-quoted language now in 
its possession or custody and to be acquired in the future must be described 
as trust assets which should remain in the possession or custody of the Board 
whether located at the headquarters of the Board or at a regional or field office. 
We further feel that the acquisition of additional items within the limits of avail- 
able appropriations, their allocation as to use and their final disposition, subject 
to existing pertinent regulations, should be determined by the Board alone. 
From an operating standpoint, subject as it is to wide variations in workloads 
due to strikes, epidemics, and economic changes, the Board’s supply of- office 
furniture and its motor vehicles should be available for immediate transfer to 
offices where emergencies arise without the necessity for clearance with a cus 
todial agency such as the General Services Administration. 

It is our belief that amounts which represent investment in furniture, equip- 
ment, and automobiles are to be regarded no differently than funds invested in 
United States Treasury securities. 

I trust that in rendering its report on H. R. 4924 the committee will see fit 
to except this agency from the above-quoted provisions. 

Because of our desire to have our views reach you before action is taken, 
this report has not been cleared with the Bureau of the Budget. I am, however, 
sending copies of this report to the Bureau today and will communicate its com- 
ments to your committee when received, 

Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) W. J. Kennedy. 
(Typed) Writ1aAmM J. KENNEDY, Chairman. 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 
February 15, 1952. 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE DIRECTIVE 
Washington 25, D. C. 


Title: Transportation and Traffic Management. 
Subtitle: Equipment. 
Number : 300.10-2. Identification of Administrative Motor Vehicles. 


I, PURPOSE 


The purpose of this directive is to accomplish, in the most practicable and 
economical manner, uniform compliance with the motor vehicle identification 
requircments of the General Services Administration Personal Property Manage- 
ment Regulation No. 24, July 23, 1951, as amended by Supplement No. 1, October 
4, 1951. 

II. APPLICABILITY 


This directive is applicable to all departments and agencies of the Department 
of Defense having responsibility for motor vehicle management, and its provi- 
sions will be implemented by the promulgation of appropriate departmental or 
agency directives to assure uniform compliance throughout the Department of 
Defense. 

III. GENERAL 


The following general requirements for identification of administrative motor 
vehicles are provided for the guidance of the military departments and agencies 
in the implementation of the provisions of section 4, (e) (1), GSA, PPMR No. 24, 
July 23, 1951, as amended by Supplement No. 1, October 4, 1951. All other aspects 
of identification not specifically referred to herein, shall be governed by the 
provisions of PPMR No. 24, as amended. 


IV. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 


A. Agency identification 
For the purpose of this directive, the names indicated below are considered 
to be the titles descriptive of the service to which the vehicle is assigned and 
will be referred to as the “Agency Identification” : 
1. Department of Defense. 
2. United States Army. 
3. United States Army, Corps of Engineers.’ 
4, United States Navy. 
5. United States Marine Corps. 
6. United States Air Force. 
B. Military registration numbers 
Existing military registration systems will continue to be used. Letters and 
numbers employed to indicate such registration will be of the same color used 
to indicate the agency identification. 


OC. Legend 

The legend “For Official Use Only” will be conspicuously displayed on the 
exterior of each administrative motor vehicle as described below, preferably by 
use of the official shield (decaleomania). When impracticable to employ the 
shield, the legend may be displayed in letters not less than 1 inch in height and 
will be of the same color used to indicate the agency identification. 


D. Lettering 
The letters used to indicate the agency identification will be not less than 114 
inches in height and of a color in contrast to that of the exterior of the vehicle. 


1 Applies to Army Corps of Engineers’ Civil Works Vehicles. 


FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES ACT 121 





120 FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES AC1 


E. Arrangement of identification on vehicles 

1. On the sides of the vehicle-—The several elements of identification will be 

arranged on the sides of the vehicle as follows: 
(a) Agency identification—(Top line). 
(b) Military registration number—( Middle line). 
(c) Legend—(Bottom line). 

Norr.—Agencies using United States Government tags in lieu of a military 

registration system will arrange their identification as follows: 
Agency identification—(Top line). 
Legend—( Bottom line). 
Tags—(In accordance with Personal Property Management Regulation 
No. 24). 

2. On the rear of the vehicle—Identification on the rear of the vehicle will 
consist of (a) the agency identification and, (b) the military registration 
number. The legend is not required to be displayed on the rear of the vehicle. 
The arrangement of identification on the rear of the vehicle is not prescribed 
because of the various types of design characteristics. The arrangement should 
be such, however, that it will permit easy identification of the vehicle from 
the rear. Agencies using United States Government tags in lieu of a military 
registration system need not display identification other than tags on the rear 
of the vehicle. 

F. Location of identification on vehicles 


1. On the sides of the vehicle. 

(a) On passenger cars, station wagons, ambulances, carry-all suburbans, fire 
trucks, trucks, and truck-tractors, identification will be centered on each front 
door or in a comparable position in relation to the driver’s seat on vehicles 
without doors. 

(b) On trailers, semitrailers, and busses, identification will be centered 
vertically on each side of the front quarter of the vehicle. 

(c) On side cars of motorcycles, identification will be centered vertically on 
the door or outside panel of the vehicle, 

2. On the rear of the vehicle—The location of identification on the rear of 
the vehicle is not prescribed for the reason given in paragraph IV, E2, above 
It is emphasized, however, that the location of identification should be such 
that the vehicle may be easily identified from the rear under all operating 
conditions 


V. EXEMPTION FROM USE OF SHIELDS AND OTHER IDENTIFICATION 


Administrative motor vehicles acquired for official purposes, but exempted 
by the provisions of PPMR No. 24 as amended, from the display of official 
United States Government tags, shields, and other identification, shall carry 
the regulation license plate issued by that State, Territory, or possession in 
Which such motor vehicle is principally operated, or issued by the District of 
Columbia if the motor vehicle is principally operated in the metropolitan area 


of Washington, D. C. 


A. Unlimited exemptions 

Unlimited exemptions from the requirement to display official United States 
Government tags, shields, and other identification is granted for those motor 
vehicles which are used in duties where conspicuous identification is contrary 
to the public interest, as follows: 

1. Department of the Army—Special motor vehicles of the Counter Intel- 
ligence Corps and the Criminal Investigation Division. 

2. Department of the Navy.—All motor vehicles of the Office of Naval In- 
telligence. 

3. Department of the Air Force-—All motor vehicles of the Office of Special 
Investigation. 


B. Special exemptions 

All vehicles assigned for the personal use of the President, his Secretaries, 
and the heads of executive departments as enumerated in 5 U. S. C. 1, are 
exempt from the displays of official shields and other identification other than 
official United States Government tags. 
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(. Additional exemptions 

Additional exemptions may be authorized in the public interest by the General 
Services Administration. Applications for such exemptions should be sub- 
mitted through regular channels to the Secretary of Defense. 


VI. EFFECTIVE DATE 


The provisions of this directive are effective immediately. Existing identifica- 
tion may be retained, however, until the replacement of such identification, 
or repainting of the vehicle, is necessary, provided that all identification is 
completed in accordance with this directive by July 1, 1953. 


J. D. Smart, 
Chairman, Munitions Board. 





